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Holes  on  -the  Baseline  Study  and  Evaluation. 


Small  Farmer-  Diversification  System  Project  in  Guatemala. 

With  Special  Reference  to  the  Food  Consumption  Effects 

Introduction. 

The  Small  Farmer  Diversification  Systems  Project  (Loan  520-T-034)  was  designed 
"to  stimulate  small  farm  diversification  from  basic  grains  to  higher  value  diversified 
crops  of  greater  labor  intensify."  From  the  outset  of  the  project's  development  it  has  had 
a  significant  nutritional  focus.  Improvements  in  the  nutritional  status  of  the  estimated 
5000  families  expected  to  benefit  from  the  project  was  consistently  cited  in  the  project 
paper  as  one  of  the  principal  benefits.  It  was  argued  that  the  "'cash  income'  effect  will 
significantly  improve  rural  household  access  to  food  and  improve  dietary  patterns" 
<USAID/G,  "Project  Paper...,"  p.  42>. 

The  project  has  encountered  major  problems  during  the  first  two  years  of  its 
supposed  implementation.  The  very  fact  that  fundamental  questions  with  respect  to  the 
design  of  ttie  baseline  study  and  the  system  of  studies  for  evaluation  were  not  previously 
resolved  is  an  accurate  reflection  of  those  problems.  The  broader,  and  more  serious, 
problems  which  the  project  faces  are  addressed  in  Annex  1,  an  overview  and  critique  of 
the  project  as  a  whole,  especially  as  it  relates  to  the  development  of  an  appropriate 
baseline  study  and  evaluations  of  the  project's  consequences  on  agricultural  and, 
specifically,  nutritional  dimensions  of  the  lives  of  small  farmers  in  the  Guatemalan 
highlands. 

The  geographical  focus  is  "Region  I"  in  the  highlands  of  Guatemala,  encompassing 
nearly  100,000  families  spread  across  the  Departments  of  Huehuetenango,  Quezaltenango, 
San  Marcos,  Solola,  Totonicapan,  and  El  Quiche.  The  recognized  constraints  on  access  to 
land  there  and  production  patterns  heavily  oriented  toward  cultivation  of  basic  grains 
(mostly  corn  and  beans)  have  resulted  in  low  productivity  and  low  income  <p.  ii>.  The 
project  was  approved  by  the  Mission  in  April  1981,  by  Washington  in  June  1981,  and  the 
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loan  agreement  was  signed  shortly  thereafter.  It  provides  US$2.6  million  in  grant  funds 
and  US$5.5  million  in  soft  loan  funds  (2%  per  year  during  a  10-year  grace  period,  3%  per 
year  during  the  remainder  of  a  25-year-  payback,  period). 

The  project  paper  included  a  detailed  Evaluation  Plan  for  analyzing  both  the 
baseline  income  levels,  employment  patterns,  and  agricultural  practices  of  the  families  in 
the  project  area  and  their  nutritional  status  at  the  outset  of  the  project  and  at  various 
moments  during  its  implementation.  It  calls  for  a  special  Nutrition  and  Food 
Expenditures  Survey,  including  24-hour  recall  of  food  consumption  and  anthropometry  for 
the  segments  of  the  population  most  at  risk,  from  malnutrition,  children  under  age  5. 

Focus  of  the  Report.  This  report  constitutes  the  final  report  under  U.S.D.A.  work, 
order  40-139R-3-0086?  (dated  05/13/83).  The  work,  in  Guatemala  which  led  to  this  report 
began  with  a  focus  upon  the  design  of  the  income,  expenditure,  and  employment  sections 
of  the  Nutrition  and  Food  Expenditures  Survey.  The  main  body  of  the  report  begins  with 
discussions  of  basic  theoretical  and  empirical  considerations  for  an  income i  employment, 
and  food  expenditure  survey  among  impoverished  small  farmers  in  the  Guatemalan 
highlands.  It  then  provides  a  rationale  for  specific  approaches  to  sample  selection, 
preliminary  design  of  the  survey  instruments,  recommendations  concerning  follow-up 
surveys,  and  an  evaluation  of  the  institutional  capability  of  the  GOG  organizations  to 
implement  the  survey  as  designed.  These  recommendations  are  based  upon  two  weeks 
spent  in  Guatemala  from  May  14th  to  May  28th  working  intensively  with  the  project 
managers  in  USAID/G,  the  project's  Coordination  Office,  and  the  personnel  of  the  other 
GOG  institutions  that  will  participate  in  the  overall  project. 

Upon  arriving  in  Guatemala,  however,  I  discovered  that  no  agreement  had  been 
reached  among  the  participating  GOG  institutions  on  virtually  any  of  the  basic 
characteristics  of  the  baseline  survey  and  evaluation  procedures  within  which  the 
Nutrition  and  Food  Expenditures  Survey  was  to  be  integrated  as  a  component.  The 
slowness  with  which  the  survey  program  was  developing  was  due  in  significant  part  to 
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conceptual  and  administrative  problems  associated  with  the  original  project  design,  as 
incorporated  in  the  Project  Paper.  The  project  managers  in  the  Office  of  Rural 
Development  were  aware  of  the  problems,  but  they  did  not  have  the  time  or  the 
specialized  expertise  needed  to  resolve  them  directly. 

It  would  have  been  possible  to  create  a  set  of  recommendations  with  respect  to 
specific  income,  employment,  and  expenditures  components  to  be  integrated  with  some 
eventual  overall  survey  plan.  But  it  seemed  to  make  more  sense,  and  I  suggested  the 
same  to  the  Mission,  that  I  expand  my  focus  while  there  to  include  technical  assistance  to 
the  project  on  the  design  of  the  overall  baseline  survey  and  evaluation  programs, 
development  of  coordinated  and  complementary  instruments,  and  determination  of  the 
timing  and  frequency  of  the  survey  procedures. 

The  Mission  responded  affirmatively  to  those  suggestions,  the  scope  of  work  was 
amended,  and  I  spent  approximately  half  of  my  time  in  Guautemala  working  with  the 
Project  personnel  in  the  development  and  costing  of  two  alternative  baseline  survey  and 
evaluation  plans.  Annex  2  provides  an  explanation  of  the  rationale  behind  the  survey 
design  alternatives  and  a  complete  explanation  of  the  alternative  total  cost  estimates 
presented  to  the  Mission  before  departing  from  Guatemala.  Annexes  1  and  2  constitute 
final  reports  for  the  additional  work  authorized  in  the  amended  Scope  of  Work  (40-3 19R- 
3-00869,  06/21/83). 

Basic  Theoretical^ and  Empirical  Considerations. 

The  evaluation  of  the  determinants  of  nutritional  status  among  impoverished  rural 

\ 

families,  the  measurement  of  change  in  that  status,  and  the  attribution  of  those  changes 
(if  any)  to  specific  government  interventions  constitutes  a  series  of  formidable 
challenges.  Nevertheless,  the  very  nature  of  the  Small  Farm  Diversification  Systems 
project  in  Guatemala  raises  serious  questions  about  potential  negative  nutritional 
consequences.  Will  the  cultivation  of  cash  crops  for  commercial  markets  lower  the 
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nutritional  status  of  highland  families  by  lessening  the  cultivation  of  staple  grains  for 
home  consumption  and  by  increasing  the  dependence  of  the  families  upon  higher-cost 
purchased  staples?  There  is  ample  development  literature  which  suggests  that  there  are 
legitimate  concerns  of  that  sort  based  on  the  experiences  of  the  transformation  to 
commercial  fruit  and  vegetable  cultivation  in  the  Baiio  region  and  in  the  Zamora  area  of 
Mexico.  Or,  conversely,  will  the  diversification  program  generate  the  higher  incomes  that 
lead  to  an  increased  demand  for  "nutritional  status"  eer  se*  and  will  that  demand  be 
matched  by  the  supply  of  more  nutritional  foods  grown  in  the  very  program  itself? 

The  project  involves  potential  internal  contradictions  which  leave  those  questions 
far  less  than  obvious.  Significant  increases  in  cash  incomes  for  farm  families  that 
diversify  into  cash  fruit  and  vegetable  crops  will  depend  heavily  on  maintaining  high 
market  prices  for  the  products  they  produce  and  upon  the  development  of  improved 
marketing  facilities  so  that  a  significant  proportion  of  those  prices  actually  accrues  to 
the  the  family  itself  rather  than  being  siphoned  off  by  middlemen.  But  high  prices  also 
lessen  the  likelihood  that  the  new  crops  will  become  incorporated  into  the  family's  diet, 
for  the  opportunity  cost  of  home  consumption  remains  very  high.  Falling  prices  for  the 
products  (whether  in  the  final  market  or  from  the  marketing  intermediaries)  diminish  the 
benefits  that  accrue  to  the  farm  family  and  lessen  the  incentive  to  continue  cultivation  of 
the  cash  crops. 

If  one  considers  that  diversification  into  garden  crops  and  additional  farm  animals 
may  involve  increases  in  the  demand  for  female  labor  .force  in  the  region,  it  is  not  as 
unambiguously  clear  that  there  is  an  excess  supply  of  female  labor  as  it  is  for  male  labor. 
Given  the  subsistence  household  organization  and  the  prevalence  of  artesanry  as  a 
female-dominated  secondary  source  of  income,  the  increase  in  demand  for  farm  labor  for 
diversification  may  not  net  unqualified  gains  in  either  overall  income  or  in  the  internal 
organization  of  the  farm  household.  If,  for  example,  the  emphasis  on  female  labor  force 
participation  in  garden  crop  or  farm  animal  production  is  partially  offset  by  reduced 
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1.V.1S  o<  childcare  in  the  household,  the  nutritional  status  ot  tarn,  children  will  not 

necessarily  benefit.  And  given  low  educational  levels,  the  costs  to  the  family  of  less 

childcare  may  not  be  as  obvious  as  the  potential  or  promised  gains  from  diversified  cash- 
crop  production. 

Franklin  and  Harrell  <1?33>  have  explored  “the  production  of  nutrition”  in  the 

household  in  a  provocative  way  which  generalise  these  concerns.  They  note  that  one 

should  not  expect  simple  and  direct  correlation  between  income  and  nutritional  status. 

Among  the  variables  that  affect  that  link,  they  list:  household  wealth,  the  opportunity 

costs  of  the  mother's  time  (assuming  that  the  mother  is  the  principal  preparer  of  the 

family's  food),  the  costs  of  food,  and  other  variables  such  as  the  family's  physical  ability 

to  get  the  most  from  the  food  it  consumes.  They  also  note  that  the  conversion  of  the 

•demand”  for  higher  nutritional  status  into  effectively  higher  status  will  also  be  affected 

by  broader  environmental  variables,  such  as:  sanitation,  available  health  services,  the 

caretaker's  educational  level,  the  home-production  of  nutrients,  and  habits  of  nutrient 
consumption. 

An  evaluation  o f  whether  the  Small  Farm  Diversification  Systems  project  will  have 
had  a  measurable  effect  upon  the  nutritional  status  of  the  target  families  requires, 
therefore,  baseline  analysis  of  more  than  just  changes  in  “cash  income.-  It  requires,  at 
the  very  least,  an  evaluation  of  the  full  changes  in  total  household  income  and  wealth, 
changes  in  the  patterns  of  home-production  of  improved  nutrients,  changes  in  the 
household's  access  to  health  services  and  environmental  sanitation,  and  changes  in  the 
households  patterns  of  expenditures  for  food  items. 

£h?  Total  Income  Variable.  Total  income  for  highland  Guatemala  families, 
especially  for  the  target  farmers  with  land  holdings  less  than  7  hectares,  comes  from  a 
relatively  wide  variety  of  sources,  each  of  which  must  be  determined  in  the  baseline 
survey  and  then  re-examined  in  any  evaluation.  Total  income  for  the  typical  family  may  be 
expected  to  come  from  several  of  the  following  sources. 
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A.  Income  derived  ■from  planting  and  harvesting,  either  -from  the  -farm  where 
the  -family  lives  or  -from  other  owned  or  rented  lands: 

a)  Sales  o-f  harvests  -from  annual,  semi-permanent,  or  permanent  crops; 

b)  Sales  of  domestic  animals  or  products  o-f  domestic  animals; 

c)  The  value  of  household  agricultural  production  consumed  by  the 
family. 

B.  Income  derived  from  artesanry  or  other  labor  developed  by  members  of 
the  family  working  in  or  around  the  family  home  itself. 

C.  Income  derived  from  wage  labor  provided  on  other  nearby  farms,  or  in 
off-farm  and  non-agricultural  occupations  to  which  the  person  travels 
daily  from  home,  effectively  employment  that  may  have  permanent  or  non- 
seasonal  dimensions  as  a  supplement  to  on-farm  income. 

a)  For  the  head  of  the  household; 

b)  For  other  adult  members  of  the  household; 

c)  For  older  children  of  the  household. 

D.  Income  derived  from  wage  labor  provided  in  occupations  far  from  the 
family  farm  or  in  off-farm  and  non-agricultural  employment  at  such 
distances  that  the  worker  is  unable  to  return  nightly  to  the  family  farm, 
effectively  "migrant  farm  labor": 

a)  For  the  head  of  the  household; 

b)  For  other  adult  members  of  the  household; 

c)  For  older  children  of  the  household. 

E.  Income  derived  from  other  sources: 

a)  Rental  of  other  houses  and/or  lands; 

b)  Pensions  or  other  payments  for  prior  employment; 

c)  Remittances  from  persons  related  to  the  family  but  not  presently 
residing  with  it  and  on  the  family  farm; 

d)  Contributions  from  other  persons,  government  institutions,  or 
international  institutions. 

Although  the  expected  incidence  of  these  last  income  categories  may  be  very  low,  it  Is 
nonetheless  necessary  to  include  them  in  any  attempt  to  measure  income  so  that  the 
taxonomy  of  potential  sources  is  at  least  formally  complete. 

The  link  between  nutrition  and  income  in  any  given  moment  will  be  mediated  by  the 
accumulation  of  family  wealth  and  the  convertibility  of  that  wealth  into  contributions  to 
the  family's  nutrition  when  needed.  The  baseline  survey  for  nutritional  purposes  must 
include  some  measurement  of  family  wealth  that  includes:  land  owned  and  rented,  farm 
animals,  major  farm  implements,  perennial  crop  producers  (trees,  etc.),  stocks  of  stored 
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agricultural  products,  stocks  of  artesanry,  and  consumer  durables. 

Specific  Interventions  under  the  Project.  The  project  will  provide  a  series  of 
distinct  interventions  that  are  expected  to  raise  household  income  and  nutrition.  The 
simple  provision  of  technical  assistance  for  diversification,  through  agricultural 
extension  agents  and  "para-extensionists"  (ouias  aoricolas),  will  be  the  leading  edge  of 
the  project's  activities.  The  extensionists  will  bring  suggestions,  plants,  seeds,  and 
technical  advice  for  diversification.  A  relatively  very  small  proportion  of  all  the  farmers 
presumably  affected  by  the  project  will  receive  more  direct  assistance  of  three  types: 
small  loans  for  diversification  efforts,  small  loans  for  mini-irrigation  districts,  and  cash 
"social  payments"  for  terracing  their  lands  during  the  off  season. 

Evaluation  of  the  consequences  of  these  specific  interventions  will  require 
controls  of  a  relatively  sophisticated  nature  on  related  sources  of  increased  nutrition  not 
directly  related  to  diversification.  For  example,  Gary  Smith  has  suggested  that  terracing 
and  mini-irrigation  of  lands  that  continue  to  be  dedicated  to  corn  and  beans  production 
will  lead  to  considerable  increases  in  productivity  for  those  products,  but  much  less 
increase  in  income  than  what  would  be  associated  with  cash  crop  production  on  the  same 
improved  plots  <Smith»  1983>.  But  if  increased  production  of  staple  grains  leaves  the 
family  with  larger  amounts  of  stored  grains  during  the  periods  of  greatest  food  scarcity 
each  year  (April  through  July),  overall  nutrition  may  improve  by  more  than  income^  has 
risen  or  by  more  than  it  would  improve  under  higher  annual  incomes  derived  from  cash 
crops.  For  those  reasons,  evaluation  of  the  nutritional  impact  will  require  carefully 
constructed  data  on  harvests  by  type  of  product  prior  to  the  onset  of  the  program, 
tracking  data  on  the  nature  and  the  extent  of  interventions  received  by  participating 
families,  and  follow-up  data  on  the  harvests  by  type  of  product  at  the  end  of  the  period. 
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Elena  Brineman  of  the  ROCAP  Nutrition  Office  provided  the  following  additional 
observations  that  are  important  to  the  design  of  the  nutritional  evaluation  process  for 
this  specific  project.  Direct  measurement  of  food  expenditures  and  food  consumption  will 
be  necessary  for  several  reasons.  First,  available  experimental  data  suggest  that  both 
the  composition  and  the  total  quantity  of  food  consumed  changes  as  income  is  added  to  the 
subsistence  minimum  normally  experienced  by  most  of  the  target  families.  Total 
expenditure  data  or  aggregated  data  on  food  expenditures  will  not  permit  observation  of 
those  changes.  Second,  the  entry  of  newly-produced  garden  products  into  the  family  diet 
will  be  much  less  accurate  if  based  solely  on  general  questions  about  what  proportion  of 
the  harvest  was  consumed  than  if  based  on  24-hour  recall  of  food  consumed  or  upon 
analyses  of  stocks  of  food  present  in  the  homes  and  of  recent  purchases  of  foods.  And 
third,  diversification  is  seldom  likely  to  generate  a  broad  variety  of  alternative  food 
crops  on  any  single  farm;  specific  analysis  of  food  purchases  and  of  food  consumption 
must  be  undertaken  to  capture  the  full  effect  of  changed  production  in  the  region, 
modified  local  food  prices,  and  their  interaction  with  increased  household  income  from 
diversification. 

Other  General  Problems  for  Food  Expenditure  Measurement. 

The  development  of  income  and  expenditure  patterns  for  poor  rural  families 
presents  several  complexities  which  must  be  dealt  with  directly.  The  first  is  the  problem 
of  time-specific  recall.  Cross-section  surveys  of  income  and  expenditure  normally  ask 
questions  which  are  dependent  upon  a  unit  of  time  that  is  meaningful  for  either  income 
patterns  or  expenditure  patterns.  If  most  income  is  received  on  a  weekly  basis  or  on  a 
regular  monthly  basis,  questions  with  respect  to  income  in  the  previous  week  or  income  in 
the  previous  month  become  valid  and  useful  because  much  of  the  households  implicit 
budgeting  can  be  expected  to  take  place  with  respect  to  that  time  period.  But  if  income 
has  an  irregular  periodicity  (such  as  income  from  seasonal  crops  or  from  differing 
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seasonal  migration)  or  if  income  comes  from  a  variety  of  sources  with  differing 
peridocity,  recall  questions  asked  at  any  specific  point  in  time  and  referring  to  any 
particular  previous  time  period  will  encounter  considerable  variation  in  responses  simply 
due  to  the  differing  periodicity  of  income  across  households.  For  the  same  reason,  to  ask. 
a  family  about  its  expenditures  "during  the  previous  calendar  month"  or  "during  the 
previous  30  days”  presupposes  implicitly  that  those  are  meaningful  units  of  time  with 
respect  to  which  the  family  normally  evaluates  its  expenditure  patterns.  That  may  be  a 
particularly  risky  supposition  among  populations  that  are  largely  illiterate  and 
functionally  innumerate. 

Income  patterns  bv  source.  One  solution  to  that  problem  is  to  ask  questions  which, 
are  effectively  timeless  and  which  attempt  to  determine  patterns  of  income  by  source. 
That  is,  by  asking  a  structured  series  of  questions  about  all  possible  alternative  sources 
of  income,  by  determining  the  regularity  or  seasonality  of  the  income  source,  and  by 
utilizing  broader  points  of  time  reference,  such  as  from  harvest  to  harvest,  one  may  be 
able  to  generate  a  more  reliable  indicator  of  income  across  periods  of  time  meaningful  to 
the  persons  being  interviewed.  These  estimates  can  then  be  reduced  to  analytically  more 
desirable  average  income  for  specific  periods  of  time,  such  as  a  months  or  years. 

Information  on  agricultural  income  can  thus  be  gathered  in  terms  of  crop-specific 
planting  and  harvesting  information.  Since  crop  sales  are  relatively  infrequent  and 
relatively  momentous  in  terms  of  the  household's  economy,  one  can  expect  relatively 
accurate  recall.  Quantities  stored  and/or  reserved  for  household  comsumption  can  also^^ 
separated  in  that  analysis,  and  the  imputed  value  can  be  approximated  by  the  sale  price  at 
the  time  of  storage. 

Information  on  off-farm  and  non-agricultural  income  must  then  rely  on  questions 
about  whether  the  individuals  presently  work  regularly  off  the  farm  or  whether  they  have 
worked  off  the  farm  over  the  span  of  a  relatively  long  period  of  time,  say  a  year.  One  can 
then  determine  when  that  off-farm  employment  occurred,  how  long  the  employment  lasted, 
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how  much  was  earnedi  how  long  it  had  been  since  the  previous  employment  of  that  kind* 
etc.  The  mean  income  per  month  from  each  such  previous  period  of  employment  can  be 
determined  as  a  component  of  mean  annual  income  by  dividing  the  income  earned  in*  say* 
the  previous  two  off-farm  jobs  by  the  time  that  has  elapsed.  Even  if  the  length  of 
previous  employment  varies,  a  consistent  estimate  of  recent  income  can  be  derived 
without  presupposing  implicit  frameworks  of  measurement  over  time.  (An  concrete 
example  of  this  approach  is  presented  below). 

A  Stock-flow  Approach  to  Expenditures.  It  is  relatively  safe  to  presuppose  that 
expenditures  by  poor  rural  households  on  food*  other  non-durable  goods»  durable  goods* 
and  essential  services  will  occur  with  highly  irregular  and  systematically  different 
periodicity.  The  irregular  periodicity  of  income  is  likely  to  be  exacerbated  by  distance 
from  markets  for  many  goods  and  services*  irregular  trips  to  those  distinct  markets*  and 
by  seasonal  fluctuations  in  the  supply  of  many  goods  and  services.  To  determine 
expenditure  patterns  by  asking  for  expenditure  information  over  any  specific  period  of 
time  incurs  two  complementary  risks.  The  shorter  the  period  of  time  to  which  reference 
is  made*  the  less  likely  it  is  that  that  period  will  reflect  full  annual  or  semi-annual 
patterns  of  expenditures.  But  the  longer  the  period  of  time  to  which  reference  is  made* 
the  less  likely  it  is  that  recall  will  be  accurate. 

If*  on  the  other  hand*  one  attempts  to  gather  expenditure  data  without  dependence 
upon  any  single  period  of  time*  both  of  these  problems  will  be  ameliorated.  A  stock-flow 
approach  would  permit  such  measurement.  Under  this  approach  we  need  to  know:  a)  when 
was  the  last  time  that  a  purchase  was  made*  b)  how  much  was  on  hand  at  that  time  (the 
original  stock),  c)  how  much  was  purchased  that  last  time  (the  flow),  and  d)  how  much  is 
left  at  the  present  (or  how  long  will  the  present  stock  last).  Given  the  information 
gathered  in  this  form,  one  can  estimate  the  rate  of  consumption  of  the  product  and,  given 
purchase  prices,  the  expenditure  per  day,  week,  or  month. 
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Some  goods  are  pur-chased  over  "time*,  some  payments  must  be  made  infrequently  but 
with  regularity;  and  some  expenditures  are  for  services  for  which  there  is  no  meaningful 
stock,  (e.g.,  medical  services).  Expenditures  of  this  type  require  a  slightly  different 
approach.  For  them  one  can  simply  ask  when  was  the  last  time  that  the  expenditure  was 
made,  for  how  muchf  when  the  previous  expenditure  occurred,  for  how  much,  etc.  Once 
again,  the  combination  of  total  expenditures  over  irregular  (but  determinable)  periods  of 
time  provides  an  approximation  to  rates  of  expenditure  for  each  of  these  classes  of 
expenditure. 

Seasonality.  The  problem  of  irregular  periodicity  is  distinct  from  the  problem  of 
seasonality.  In  the  Guatemalan  highlands  there  are  two  distinct  seasons  in  the  year  for 
all  but  the  relatively  small  number  of  farmers  with  irrigation.  The  "dry  season”  runs 
from  late  December- January  through  late  May.  The  "rainy-season"  runs  from  late  May  to 
November-December.  Income  derived  from  farming  one's  own  farm  is  likely  to  be  greatest 
toward  the  end  of  the  rainy  or  agricultural  season.  Income,  expenditures,  and  food 
consumption  are  likely  to  be  lowest  at  the  end  of  the  dry  season;  for  stored  grain  is 
likely  to  be  more  scarce  and  wage  income  from  seasonal  planting  wage-labor  will  not  have 
begun  to  arrive.  This  seasonality  is  not  likely  to  be  reflected  in  once-a-year  data 
collection  of  the  type  described  above,  no  matter  when  the  once-a-year  survey  is 
conducted.  The  variation  over  the  year  in  expenditures  and  consumption  is  likely  to 
exceed  that  which  can  be  approximated  in  the  recall  process  descibed  above.  Seasonality 
of  this- sort  effectively  requires  multiple  interviews  if  it  is  to  be  evaluated.  Changes 
over  time  at  one  point  in  the  year  can  be  picked  up  by  means  of  single  interviews  before 
and  after.  But  if  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  the  changes  will  include  changes  in 
seasonality,  those  changes  will  be  undetectable  with  repeat  visits  at  one  time  in  the 
year.  They  will  be  confounded  if  follow-up  occurs  at  a  time  other  than  the  same  time  at 
which  the  baseline  data  were  gathered. 
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There  is  good  reason  -to  believe  that  there  is  pronounced  seasonality  in  the  pattern 
of  income  and  expenditures  of  small  farmers  in  the  Guatemalan  highlands.  And  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  the  Small  Farm  Diversification  Systems  project  will  affect  the 
seasonality  itself.  I f •  for  example,  garden  products  and  farm  animals  provide  the 
families  with  income  at  times  other  than  the  traditional  harvest  times  for  staple  grains, 
seasonal  variation  in  both  the  quantity  and  the  quality  of  consumption  may  be  lessened. 
Or  if,  on  the  other  hand,  mini-irrigation  provides  for  the  possibility  of  multiple-cropping, 
the  change  in  seasonality  will  be  dramatic.  The  implication  is  that  the  baseline  survey 
and  subsequent  evaluations  should  be  designed  to  capture  as  much  of  this  seasonality  as 
possible. 

Preliminary  Income  and  Expenditure  Survey  Instruments 

Two  preliminary  instruments  have  been  developed  to  complement  the  instruments 
already  in  use  by  USPADA  (the  Sectoral  Planning  Unit  for  Food  and  Agriculture  of  the 
Ministry  of  Agriculture).  As  developed  in  Annex  2  ("Baseline  Survey  and  Evaluation 
Alternatives”)*  USPADA  is  the  GOG  agency  best  able  to  organize  and  administer  the 
baseline  survey  and  the  subsequent  evaluations.  Its  "Statistics  and  Evaluation  Area”  of 
the  group  that  developed  the  area  frame  sample  for  Region  I  and  which  has  administered 
two  previous  agricultural  production  surveys  for  the  region  (in  197?  and  1980)  on  the  basis 
of  that  sample.  USPADA  has  also  developed,  in  cooperation  with  INCAP  (The  Nutrition 
Institute  for  Central  America  and  Panama),  a  separate  instrument  for  the  U.N.  World  Food 
Program  to  conduct  a  baseline  survey  of  agricultural  conditions  and  nutrition  among 
colonists  in  the  Guatemalan  "Northern  Transverse  Belt.”  The  USPADA  instruments,  with 
minor  modifications  noted  below*  will  provide  a  solid  basis  for  estimation  of  agricultural 
income,  including  home-consumption  of  most  products.  The  two  new  instruments  have 
been  designed  to  capture  off-farm  income  (Annex  3)  and  household  expenditures  for  food 
and  other  items  (Annex  4). 
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Agricultural  Income.  The  survey  instrument  developed  by  USPADA  and  INCAP  -for 
the  United  Nations  (reproduced  here  as  Annex  5)  contains  several  improvements  over  the 
standard  USPADA  agricultural  survey  instrument  (Annex  6).  But  the  USPADA  basic 
instrument  is  more  complete  -for  some  of  the  necessary  information.  The  instrument  to  be 
used  in  the  baseline  study  for  the  diversification  project  could  be  developed  by  borrowing 
from  both  for  fundamental  agricultural  characteristics  and  income. 

The  USPADA /INCAP  instrument  has*  as  one  basic  advantage)  a  built-in  codebook, 
for  subsequent  analysis  of  the  variables.  Given  the  tendency  in  many  parts  of  the  Third 
World  for  codebooks  to  be  lost  and  for  data  to  become  useless  because  of  turnover  among 
the  personnel  who  had  developed  them*  the  presence  of  "column*  identifiers  on  the 
questionnaire  itself  has  much  to  recommend  it.  The  USPADA/INCAP  instrument  provides 
for  additional  descriptive  information  on  the  location  of  the  specific  sampled  family* 
information  which  should  be  coded  and  used  to  generate  directions  for  subsequent  visits 
as  discussed  in  the  basic  sampling  design  discussed  in  Annex  2. 

For  the  identification  of  the  total  number  of  fields  and  segments  of  fields 
cultivated  and  worked  by  the  farmer*  the  format  used  in  the  basic  USPADA  instrument 
appears  superior  for  the  purposes  of  the  study.  The  detail  provided  in  that  approach  will 
be  useful  for  quantifying  diversification  by  area  planted.  The  basic  USPADA  technique 
(Section  2)  of  asking  for  the  farmers  estimate  of  expected  production  is  less  useful  than 
the  USPADA/INCAP  approach  of  asking  a  series  of  questions  about  past  harvests*  prices* 
marketing*  storage*  losses  and  home-consumption.  A  combination  of  the  two*  if  feasible* 
would  be  ideal:  identification  of  the  total  area  planted  in  the  last  season  to  each  crop* 
harvests  obtained*  marketing*  sales*  prices*  storage*  home-consumption*  etc.*  plus  data  on 
current  planting  or  planned  plantings  in  the  next  season*  expected  harvests*  and  plans  for 
sale/storage/consumption. 
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The  TJSPADA /INCAP  technique  tor  determining  agricultural  production  costs 
(Annex  3)  is  also  slightly  superior  to  the  -form  used  by  USPADA  alone.  It  may  be  that  the 
same  detail  mak.es  less  sense  in  the  varied  conditions  of  the  highlandst  but  it  will  be 
important  to  be  able  to  distinguish  total  person-days  of  labor  by  unpaid  family  members 
from  the  wage  labor^for  which  the  farmer  had  to  pay.  Neither  of  the  instruments, 
however,  asks  about  the  wages  that  the  farmer  paid  for  labor,  whether  to  family  members 
or  others.  Given  that  there  may  be  reciprocity  and  trading  of  labor  and  that  the  labor 
costs  may  vary  depending  on  the  task.,  it  would  be  important  to  add  that  variable.  It  could 
simply  be  added  as  the  average  daily  wage  paid  for  each  type  of  labor,  for  the  rest  of  the 
data  are  presented  in  terms  of  total  days  of  work  of  each  type. 

The  TJSPADA/INCAP  instrument  has  a  better  format  for  semi-permanent  and 
permanent  crops  than  the  basic  USPADA  instrument,  but  the  detail  provided  by  the 
USPADA  survey  for  farm  animals  is  far  better.  The  minimal  socio-economic  data  of  the 
joint  USPADA/INCAP  survey  are  absolutely  necessary,  as  are  the  migratory  history,  the 
data  on  the  family's  house,  and  the  consumer  durable  information  it  contains.  Neither  of 
the  instruments  develops  an  adequate  enumeration  of  farm  implements,  out-lying  farm 
structures,  or  other  improvements,  such  as  terracing  or  irrigation  on  some  or  all  of  the 
farmer's  land.  It  will  be  important  to  add  a  page  or  two  for  that  information. 

Non-farm  Income.  A  preliminary  instrument  to  capture  both  employment  and  income 
off  of  the  farm  is  presented  (in  Spanish)  as  Annex  3.  The  instrument  in  its  present  form 
consists  of  six  pages  of  questions.  The  first  four  pages  attempt  to  capture  the  off-farm 
income  and  employment  of  the  head  of  the  household  and  up  to  three  additional  household 
members;  it  could  easily  be  repeated  for  more  members.  On  each  of  those  pages,  three 
basic  sets  of  questions  are  asked,  one  related  to  “permanent"  local  off-farm  employment, 
including  wage  labor  on  other  local  farms,  one  set  related  to  temporary  work  off  the  farm, 
and  a  third  set  related  to  alternative  temporary  work  off  the  farm.  Under  each  set  of 
questions,  subquestions  inquire  about  the  location  of  the  work,  its  duration,  wages 
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earned*  time  without  work  associated  with  that  job*  previous  work  in  that  job,  and  date 
and  duration  of  previous  work. 

The  fifth  page  consists  of  an  instrument  to  pick  up  income  from  household 
handicraft  production  under  a  comparable  format.  Income  is  determined  by  asking  about 
the  frequency  of  sales*  the  last  sale,  the  costs  of  production*  labor  used  in  the 
production*  marketing,  and  about  the  household's  unsold  inventory  and  anticipated  sales. 
The  final  page  provides  a  simple  set  of  questions  about  income  from  other  sources, 
establishing  both  the  last  time  that  income  was  received  from  each  source,  the  amounts* 
the  previous  time  and  amounts*  and  the  expectation  of  future  income  from  that  source. 

Household  Expenditures.  The  experimental  preliminary  instrument  to  measure 
family  expenditures  of  small  farmers  is  presented  (in  Spanish)  as  Annex  4.  This 
instrument  utilizes  the  stock-flow  concept  discussed  above;  it  is  divided  into  two  major 

sections:  "Frequent  expenditures"  and  "Less-frequent  payments  and  expenditures."  The 

/ 

first  section  requests  information  on  recent  expenditures  for  28  categories  of  food 
purchases  and  12  additional  categories  of  household  items  that  may  be  purchased 
relatively  frequently.  For  each  of  those  40  categories  it  asks  for  the  same  information: 

1.  "How  long  has  it  been  since  you  last  purchased  ...?" 

2.  "How  much  did  you  have  of  that  item  in  the  house  at  the  time  that  you 
made  your  purchase?" 

3.  "How  much  did  you  purchase  and  how  much  did  you  spend?" 

a)  Quantity  purchased? 

b)  Cost  per  unit? 

c)  Unit  of  measurement? 

d)  Total  expenditure? 

4.  "How  much  longer  do  you  believe  that  what  you  now  have  in  the  house  will 
last  you?" 
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The  second  section  o-f  this  new  instrument  is  -focused  upon  goods  purchased  less 
frequently*  payments  made  less  frequently*  and  services  for  which  the  notion  of 
accumulating  stocks  makes  no  sense.  It  includes  29  specific  categories  of  expenditures 
under  8  general  rubrics:  medical  expenses*  clothing*  furniture  and  other  consumer 
durables*  education*  housing*  transport*  and  other  expenditures  (which  includes  religious 
items*  debts*  gifts*  taxes*  dances  8  parties*  etc.).  There  is  also  room  on  that  instrument 
for  miscellaneous  additional  expenditures  in  case  the  pre-test  comes  up  with  major 
categories  that  have  not  been  included.  The  questions  for  this  section  somewhat  simpler 
for  each  category: 

1.  "How  many  days  has  it  been  since  you  purchased  (or  spent)  for  this  item?" 

2.  "How  much  did  you  spend  on  that  occasion?" 

3.  "How  many  days  had  it  been  since  you  previously  purchased  (or  spent)  for 
this  item?" 

4.  "How  much  did  you  spend  on  that  previous  occasion?" 

This  pair  of  new  instruments  is  largely  experimental*  and  it  will  be  essential  to 
test  them  thoroughly  in  the  field  prior  to  attempting  to  implement  them  in  the  definitive 
study.  They  differ  from  traditional  cross-section  survey  instruments  in  their  attempt  to 
avoid  pre-determination  of  the  reference  time  periods  and  to  adjust  for  the  irregular 
periodicity  of  the  income  and  expenditures  by  asking  for  information  on  the  last  two 
■events"  involving  each  income  source  and  each  type  of  expenditure.  Whether  they  will 
raise  new  problems  must  li^tested  in  the  field. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  fully  half  of  the  time  that  I  spent  in  Guatemala  was  re¬ 
assigned  to  the  development  of  the  basic  sampling  design  for  the  overall  survey  and 
evaluation  plan*  these  instruments  were  not  discussed  as  closely  with  either  Mission 
personnel  or  with  GOG  counterparts  as  one  might  have  wanted.  Close  attention  must  be 
given*  finally*  to  the  dovetailing  of  these  instruments  with  the  modified  versions  of  the 
instruments  previously  used  to  make  certain  that  all  of  the  questions  needed  to  cover 
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•total  family  income  and  other  determinants  of  nutritional  status  are  reflected  as 
thoroughly  as  needed. 

Institutional  Capability  and  Recommendations  for  Implementation. 

The  Project  Paper  suggests  very  clearly  that  the  baseline  survey,  identified  there 
as  the  "Small  Farm  Management  Survey,"  be  implemented  by  the  Agriculture  Ministry's 
■Institute  for  Science  and  Agricultural  Technology"  (ICTA)  in  collaboration  with  INCAP 
and,  on  a  lesser  level,  USPADA.  This  assignment  of  responsibility  has  created  lengthy 
and  severe  problems  in  the  definition  of  the  baseline  survey  tasks  and  in  the 
determination  of  costing  for  it.  The  reasons  for  the  problems  are  developed  at  length  in 
Annex  1,  the  "Overview  and  Critique..."  Briefly,  ICTA  has  developed  an  apparently  very 
useful  technique  for  preliminary  and  informal  surveys  of  agricultural  production 
techology,  called  the  "sondeo"  or,  literally,  a  "probe."  The  technique  uses  informal 
surveys  of  non-systematic  samples  to  determine  successful  local  agricultural  techniques 
that  could  be  modified  marginally  to  increase  output  at  low  cost.  ICTA  does  not  have  (and 
has  never  pretended  to  have)  the  skilled  personnel  needed  to  undertake  a  systematic  and 
scientific  baseline  survey,  but  the  formal  allocation  of  funds  across  agencies  in  the 
Project  Agreement  gives  ICTA  all  of  the  funds  for  the  baseline  survey  and  for  all 
evaluations.  ICTA  has  contracted  with  INCAP  to  provide  a  still-unspecified  nutritional 
component  of  the  baseline  survey  and  of  the  evaluations. 

Eliseo  Herrarte,  the  Project  Coordinator,  has  re-assigned  the  primary 
responsibility  for  the  surveys  and  evaluation  to  the  USPADA  "Statistics  and  Evaluation 
Area,"  a  much  more  logical  institutional  home  for  it;  I  was  able  to  work  closely  with  the 
director  of  that  Area,  Lie.  Ricardo  Avila  and  with  his  principal  statistical  assistant,  Jose 
Luis  Reyes  D.,  for  nearly  six  days  out  of  the  14  that  I  was  in  Guatemala.  They  possess  a 
high  degree  of  professional  competence;  they  demonstrate  excellent  awareness  of  the 
limitations  of  the  data  and  the  sampling  design;  and  they  have  had  considerable  prior 
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experience  in  the  supervision  of  the  on-going  USPADA  area-frame  regional  surveys  and  in 
other  survey-research  projects  such  as  the  joint  USPADA /INCAP  study  for  the  U.N. 

Placing  the  surveys  in  this  institutional  setting  resolves  only  one  half  of  the 
problem  associated  with  their  implementation.  For  there  remains  a  serious  problem  of 
re-assigning  funds  for  the  baseline  analysis  and  subsequent  evaluations.  That  theme  is 
developed  extensively  in  Annex  1  and  Annex  2.  The  latter  Annex  also  contains  several 
suggestions  for  the  specific  role  to  be  played  by  INCAP  in  the  provision  of  technical 
assistance  with  respect  to  anthropometry  and  24-hour  recall  food  consumption  surveys. 
INCAP  is  the  leading  center  in  the  region  for  that  type  of  analysist  so  this  report  will 


ANNEX  1:  Overview  and  critioue  of  -the  state  of  -the  project. 


The  Small  Farmer  Diversification  Systems  Project  (USAID  Loan  520-T-034)  was 
designed  "to  stimulate  small  farm  diversification  from  basic  grains  to  higher  value 
diversified  crops  of  greater  labor  intensity."  As  of  May  1983  it  has  become  a  highly- 
politicized,  geographically  distorted  project  which  carries  significant  potential  for 
leading  to  widespread  criticism  of  USAID  activities  in  Guatemala.  It  suffers  from  a 
poorly-specified  Project  Paper,  belated  and  poorly  integrated  coordination,  and  a  critical 
lack,  of  technical  assistance.  It  proposes  to  increase  dramatically  the  production  of 
fruits,  vegetables,  and  other  "diversified”  farm  products  at  a  time  when  the  marketing 
cooperative  which  was  expected  to  distribute  those  products  has  been  recognized  as  an 
unqualified  failure  by  a  recent  USAID  evaluation.  There  is  no  evidence  of  alternative 
marketing  possibilities  for  the  new  production,  but  there  is  recent  evidence  of  comparable 
farmers  encountering  "disappointing"  prices  for  their  products. 

The  geographical  focus  of  the  project  is  "Region  I"  in  the  highlands  of  Guatemala 
where  recognized  constraints  on  access  to  land  and  production  patterns  heavily  oriented 
toward  cultivation  of  basic  grains  (mostly  corn  and  beans)  have  resulted  in  low 
productivity  and  low  income  <USAID/G»  "Project  Paper...,"  p.  ii>.  It  is  also  the  area  of 
greatest  insurgency  and  militant  opposition  to  the  government.  The  project  was  approved 
by  the  USAID  Mission  in  Guatemala  in  April  1981,  by  Washington  in  June  1981,  and  the 
loan  agreement  was  signed  shortly  thereafter.  It  provides  US$2.6  million  in  grant  funds 
and  US$5.5  million  in  soft  loan  funds  (2%  per  year  during  a  10-year  grace  period,  3%  per 
year  during  the  remainder  of  a  25-year  payback  period). 

By  May  1983,  however,  very  little  had  transpired  in  the  execution  of  the  project. 
The  purpose  of  this  Annex  is  to  provide,  at  the  request  of  officials  close  to  it,  an 
overview  of  some  of  the  basic  problems  which  the  project  has  encountered  and  which 
continue  to  hinder  its  development,  especially  as  they  relate  to  the  development  of  the 
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baseline  survey  and  the  evaluation  components  o-f  the  original  project  design. 

The  Project's  problems  can  be  divided  into  three  interrelated  areas:  1.  problems  o-f 
conception  and  organization  in  the  original  project  paper;  2.  problems  of  project 
implementation  and  expansion;  and  3.  misconceptions  and  confusion  among  the  GOG 
agencies  about  the  scope  and  intentions  of  the  project.  All  three  of  the  problem  areas 
become  particularly  acute  when  one  focuses  on  the  difficulties  encountered  in  organizing 
the  baseline  study  (called  the  "Small  Farm  Management  Survey"  in  the  project  paper)  and 
in  structuring  evaluations  of  the  project's  impact. 

Problems  with  the  Project  Paper 

The  problems  inherent  in  the  project  paper  are  of  at  least  four  different  types:  a) 
basic  problems  in  the  design  and  sequencing  of  tasks;  b)  problems  in  the  conceptualization 
of  major  tasks  and  in  the  assignment  of  responsibility  for  them;  c)  problems  in  the 
estimation  and  assignment  of  budgets  for  the  baseline  study  and  the  evaluation;  and  d) 
the  failure  to  specify  the  geographical  areas  within  which  the  project  was  to  be 
implemented.  Each  of  these  areas  has  created  difficulties  for  the  project  Coordinator; 
the  combination  of  the  four  have  converted  the  project  into  a  highly  politicized  program 
subject  to  the  possibility  of  substantial  domestic  and  international  criticism. 

The  original  project  paper  attempted  to  present  an  approach  to  agricultural 
diversification  which  would  involve  several  effectively  independent  GOG  agencies  within 
the  Ministry  of  Agriculture:  the  agricultural  extension  service  (DIGESA)»  the  livestock 
extension  service  (DIGESEPE),  the  agricultural  credit  bank  (BANDESA),  the  agricultural 
research  service  (ICTA)t  and  the  agricultural  sector  planning  unit  (DSPADA)  under  the 
direction  of  a  newly-created  project  coordination  office  (UCPRODA).  In  theory  the  5-year 
program  would  begin  with  the  adaptation  of  existing  technology  in  diversified  crops  to 
conditions  in  the  highlands  at  the  small  farm  level»  testing  "diversified  crop  technologies 
under  both  controlled  (research  station)  and  variable  (farm  trial  conditions)  < "Project 


□ICD-USDA  Report 


Overview  &  Critique 


' 


M.E.  Conroy 


Small  Farmer  Diversification 


Annex  1:  page  3. 


Paper...,*  pp.  11  And  12>.  The  "validated"  technologies  would  then  be  spread  by  the 
extensionists  to  farmers  who  choose  to  participate,  and  their  further  experiences  would 
be  incorporated  into  revisions  of  approaches  and  modifications  of  the  extensionists 
recommendations. 

The  first  step  was  to  be  a  "Small  Farm  Management  Survey"  designed  "to  determine 
which  diversified  crop /live stock,  systems  are  feasible  and  what  the  opportunity  costs 
might  be  under  a  diversified  production  system,"  to  indicate  "which  technologies  are 
indeed  appropriate  and  whether  or  not  the  farmer  is  likely  to  accept  them,"  and  "to  orient 
the...extension  specialists  to  the  types  of  problems  faced  by  the  small  farmer  <Ibid.,  p. 
14>.  It  was  to  be  undertaken  by  a  "multi-disciplinary  team"  composed  of  representatives 
of  all  the  participating  agencies,  and  it  was  to  be  accompanied  by  a  separate  nutritional 
analysis  to  estimate  the  potential  and  real  consequences  of  the  project  on  the  nutritional 
status  of  the  affected  population. 

The  dissemination  of  the  information  derived  from  this  survey  work  and  the  design 
of  the  new  "diversified"  technologies  is  to  be  accompanied  by  credits  for  diversification 
to  be  administered  by  8ANDESA  and/or  the  federations  of  cooperatives.  Given  certain 
suppositions  about  the  ability  of  extension  agents  to  reach  large  numbers  of  farmers  by 
means  of  "para-extensionists”  (called  ouias  aoricolas),  the  project  was  estimated  to  have 
an  ability  to  affect  some  5000  families  in  ten  unspecified  "districts"  in  the  highlands. 

There  may  be  a  clear  need  for  agricultural  diversification  in  many  of  the  highland 
minifundia.  and  the  introduction  of  deciduous  fruits,  additional  and  improved  farm 
animals,  and  garden  cash  crops  may  provide  an  effective  alternative  to  multi-cropping  of 
basic  grains,  especially  if  credit  and  marketing  facilities  can  also  be  organized  so  that 
diversification  of  production  leads,  in  fact,  to  increased  income.  Given  the  evidence  that 
the  GOG  is  categorically  unwilling  to  consider  alternative  solutions  to  the  problems  of 
effective  land  scarcity  for  the  vast  majority  of  the  highlands  farmers,  this  may  be  the 
only  kind  of  a  project  with  both  potential  effectiveness  and  political  acceptability. 
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The  project  is  also  open  to  criticism,  however,  as  an  attempt  to  increase  the  self- 
sufficiency  of  Indian  farmers  under  conditions  of  categorically  inadequate  access  to  land. 
It  could  be  seen  as  a  project  which  increases  their  ability  to  subsist  from  their  miniscule 
plots,  lessening  pressures  for  more  land  or  for  higher  wages  in  the  lowland  areas  to 
which  they  must  migrate  in  order  to  complement  their  limited  farm  income.  In  the 
absence  of  well-developed  strategies  for  marketing  the  new  products,  the  small  farmers 
will  have  little  alternative,  if  they  choose  to  produce  new  products  at  all,  but  to  market 
them  through  the  existing  private  marketing  structures  (selling  them  to  the  same  truckers 
(camiones)  who  are  widely  recogniied  to  be  exploitative  middlemen. 

The  project  is  is  increasingly  being  touted  by  the  government  of  Guatemala  as  a 
keystone  of  its  plan  to  pacify  highland  areas.  This  link  to  military  programs  in  the 
highlands  which  have  received  almost  universal  criticism  worldwide  represents  an 
exceedingly  sensitive  and  potentially  very  embarassing  dimension  of  the  project  and  of 
recent  changes  in  its  implementation.  There  have  been  suggestions  that  USA  ID /G  plans 
to  make  this  the  "showcase  project"  for  the  Mission.  Given  the  current  status  of  the 
individual  components  of  the  project  and  the  form  and  nature  of  the  renewed  interest  on 
the  part  of  the  GOG,  that  may  be  imprudent. 

Independent  of  these  problems  of  focus  and  interpretation,  the  basic  structure  of 
the  project  failed  to  take  into  consideration  problems  in  the  the  sequencing  of  activities 
depicted  in  the  Project  Paper.  The  "Chronological  Plan"  <p.  76>  apparently  provides  an 
indication  of  the  sequencing  necessary  to  complete  the  tasks  as  they  were  laid  out.  If 
the  development  of  new  technologies  is  to  be  based  upon  the  "Small  Farm  Management 
Survey,"  that  survey  would  need  to  be  completed  and  analyied  early  in  the  project.  But 
the  original  design  suggests  that  it  would  be  initiated  in  the  second  half  of  the  first  year 
and  used  to  develop  the  "small  farm  models"  by  the  end  of  the  second  year.  The  technical 
development  of  new  strategies  by  ICTA  would  then  take,  according  to  ICTA  sources  with 
whom  I  talked,  at  least  two  additional  years.  But  the  Project  Paper  calls  for  hiring  and 
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■training  additional  extensionists  to  implement  the  "technology  transfer"  by  the  beginning 
of  the  second  year,  at  least  two  years  before  the  new  technologies  could  reasonably  be 
ready. 

This  problem  is  dealt  with  elsewhere  in  the  Project  Paper,  at  least  in  implicit 
form,  in  a  recognition  that  "diversification  is  by  no  means  a  new  concept  in  the 
Guatemalan  highlands"  <p.  48>  and  in  one  of  the  assumptions  which  underlay  the  whole 
project,  namely,  "For  the  most  part,  the  basic  technologies  to  be  employed  or  adapted 
have  been  tested  and  proven  successful  and  are  quite  simple,  relatively  inexpensive,  and 
appropriate  for  the  target  population"  <p.  28>.  Therein  lies  one  source  of  considerable 
confusion  among  the  representatives  of  the  participating  agencies  with  whom  I  spoke. 
Are  they  to  work  with  already-tested  technologies?  If  so*  which?  If  not*  what  will  be 
their  tasks  while  awaiting  the  development  of  new  programs  to  implement?  There  appears 
to  be  little  confidence  among  ICTA*  DIGESA*  and  DIGESEPE  personnel  that  they  possess 
readily-applicable  technology  to  transfer  to  the  very  small  farms  that  are  the  target  of 
the  project.  They  have  had  very  little  experience  with  programs  other  than  basic  grains 
programs*  and  they  art  unconvinced  that  the  pilot  garden-crops  programs  in  Solola  and 
Quetialtenango  can  be  gtneralned  with  any  ease.  One  result  of  this  uncertainty  and  one 
source  of  the  anxiety  felt  by  DIGESA  personnel  was  expressed  by  a  DIGESA  official  who 
asked  that  he  not  be  mentioned  by  name.  "We  have  been  told*”  he  said*  "that  the  entire 
loan  is  to  be  used  to  get  our  extensionists  to  stop  working  with  corn  and  beans  and  to 
work  on  vegetable  export  crops."  If  true,  this  would  be  a  grave  mistake.  In  the  absence 
of  training  among  the  extensionists*  adequate  marketing  strategies*  and  improvement  in 
alternative  off-farm  sources  of  income  for  highland  farmers*  the  withdrawal  of  all 
assistance  for  basic  grains  and  the  redirection  of  signficant  production  to  export  fruit 
and  vegetable  production  could  have  severe  consequences  for  the  production  and  prices  of 
domestically-produced  basic  grains  at  a  time  when  Guatemala  has  a  severe  foreign 
exchange  problem. 
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The  Baseline  Study.  The  Project  Paper  indicates  at  one  point  that  the  baseline 
study  should  consist  of  a  random  sample  o f  small  farms  <p.  1 3 > »  but  it  also  assigns 
responsibility  to  ICTA  "for-  the  collection  of  basic  data*  based  on  urepeated  visits  during 
the  year  to  interview  the  farmer  and  his  family  as  well  as  first-hand  observation  of 
production/consumption  behavior*"  using  ICTA's  "technology  testing*  teams  and  DIGESA 
promotores  (primarily  women  educators)*  "guided  and  supported  by  ICTA's  socio-economic 
unit..."  <p.  73>.  This  implicit  description  of  the  technique  to  be  used  for  the  "Small  Farm 
Management  Survey*  and  the  assignment  of  responsibility  for  it  has  been  a  source  of 
serious  confusion  among  the  participating  organizations.  The  approach  described  in 
greater  detail  in  the  Project  Paper  obviously  refers  to  ICTA's  technique  called  "Sondeo*" 
literally  meaning  "a  probing."  ICTA's  "sondeo"  technique  has  been  described  in  the 
attached  ICTA  technical  pamphlet  by  Hildebrand  and  Ruano  (Annex  ?).  As  described  there 
(as  well  as  in  discussions  with  ICTA  personnel)*  the  "sondeo*  represents  a  deliberately 
unstructured  approach  to  basic  learning  about  agricultural  practices.  It  does  not 
generally  involve  any  survey  instrument;  it  is  adapted  from  day  to  day  and  from  place  to 
place*  depending  on  the  specific  questions  that  ICTA  wishes  to  answer.  It  normally 
involves  sending  a  team  of  observers  into  a  region  to  make  notes  of  their  own  about 
agricultural  practices  and  to  talk  to  whatever  farmers  they  may  encounter  about  their 
cropping  practices*  experiences*  and  interests.  At  no  time  does  it  purport  to  offer  a 
systematic  basis  for  questioning  any  scientifically-selected  population  or  for  making 
baseline  measurements  which  can  be  used  for  quantitative  analysis.  In  short*  the 
■sondeo*  technique  is  completely  inappropriate  for  the  "Small  Farm  Management  Survey.* 
Although  ICTA  has  had  no  experience  with  scientific  sampling  or  the  development 
of  baseline  studies*  the  Agriculture  Ministry's  Sectoral  Planning  Unit  (USPADA)  has 
developed  a  complete  area  frame  sample  for  Region  I  and  has  conducted  surveys  in  1979 
and  1980  using  that  sample.  The  results  of  the  more  recent  survey  have  been  published 
<USPADA*  1983>.  USPADA  is  not  mentioned  in  the  detailed  description  of  the  baseline 


□  ICD-USDA  Report 


Overview  &  Critique 


■ 


. 


M.E.  Conroy 


Small  Farmer  Diversification 


Annex  1:  page  7. 


survey  <pp.  12-15>.  It  is  given  minor  coordination  and  data  analysis  roles  in  the  project 
<p.  73 > »  even  though  a  full  Coordination  unit  has  been  established  separately  and 
budgeted  under  the  project.  The  project  coordinator,  Eliseo  Herrarte,  had  wisely 
recognised  that  USPADA  was  the  most  qualified  unit  to  conduct  the  survey,  and  the 
"multidisciplinary  team"  has  been  expanded  to  include  representatives  from  it.  It  has 
been  given  principal  authority  to  coordinate  the  baseline  study.  But  since  ICTA  has 
technically  absorbed  the  budget  which  had  been  assigned  in  the  Project  Paper  to  it  for  the 
"sondeo,"  there  is  a  serious  question  about  where  funds  will  come  from  to  cover  the  costs 
of  the  baseline  study  under  the  auspices  of  USPABA. 

Problems  with  the  Budoet.  The  budget  problem  is  confusing  on  several  levels.  As 
is  typical  in  the  negotiation  of  multi-agency  projects,  each  agency  has  had  its 
institutional  eye  on  specific  items  in  the  negotiated  overall  budget.  The  Summary  Project 
Budget  <p.  iv>  has  been  evaluated  by  the  cooperating  agencies  to  provide  all  of  Item  1, 
"Applied  Research/  Evaluation,"  to  ICTA.  Item  II,  "Extension  and  Promotion,"  is  seen  as 
"belonging  to”  DIGESA  and  DIGESEPE.  Item  III,  "Credit  and  Social  Cost  Payments,"  is 
BANDESA's.  And  the  coordination  office  is  listed  under  Item  IV.  This  division  of  the 
"spoils"  is  formalised  in  the  project  paper  on  page  64.  The  only  budget  apparently 
available  to  USPADA  for  the  baseline  "Small  Farm  Management  Survey"  are  the  funds 
allocated  for  the  Coordinators  office  ($231,000  for  the  entire  five  years  of  the  project). 
The  budgets  for  "Project  Inputs  for  Research"  <p.  17>  lists  $85,000  for  the  "Farm 
Management  Survey"  and  $130,000  for  the  "Nutrition  Impact  Evaluation."  But  it  is  not 
clear  whether  those  amounts  represent  budgets  for  technical  assistance  or  the  total  cost 
of  that  portion  of  the  project.  A  separate  evaluation  budget  <p.  81  >  breaks  out  several 
components  of  the  overall  evaluation  program,  including  the  baseline  study,  but  provides 
only  $199,000  for  all  evaluation  and  $29,000  for  the  initial  "Small  Farm  Management 
Survey." 
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Unrealistic  Estimates  of  Beneficiaries.  A  further  major  difficulty  with  the  Project 
Paper  is  the  failure  to  have  specified  the  areas  within  which  the  project's  activities  were 
to  have  been  concentrated.  This  will  be  discussed  in  detail  in  a  later  section  of  this 
Annex.  The  Project  Paper  simply  called  for  the  creation  of  ten  "diversification  districts" 
in  the  general  area  of  Region  I.  In  each  of  these  districts  an  additional  extensionist  was 
to  be  located  for  diversification  projects;  each  of  them  was  to  work,  with  8  "promotores" 
or  para-extensionists,  and  each  of  them  would  work  in  turn  with  8  "farmer-guides"  to 
make  contact  with  a  total  of  480  farmers  per  district.  There  were  strong  implicit 
assumptions  in  this  evaluation  of  impact  about  the  concentration  of  these  participant 
farmers  in  relatively  small  areas  and  about  the  continuation  of  conditions  under  which  the 
agricultural  extensionists  could  meet  openly  with  groups  of  farmers  to  conduct 
demonstrations!  lectures!  etc.  The  OIGESA  representatives  with  whom  I  spoke  indicated 
that  there  were  two  reasons  why  those  multipliers  in  the  project  were  probably 
unrealistic.  First,  it  was  unlikely  under  any  circumstance  that  a  single  para-extensionist 
could  manage  more  than  35  farmers  each  at  one  time.  The  "farmer-guide"  program  "had 
apparently  been  misunderstood  by  the  persons  who  wrote  the  project,”  he  noted.  For  not 
all  extensionists  work  with  "farmer-guides,"  they  are  seldom  paid,  they  generally 
accompany  the  extensionists  rather  than  serve  as  independent  teachers  or  technicians 
with  their  own  contacts,  and  none  of  them  could  be  expected  to  provide  any  class  of 
regular  services  to  ten  farmers,  especially  under  current  conditions.  The  current 
conditions  were  the  second  reason  for  doubting  the  multipliers.  If  an  extensionist  can 
maintain  relatively  close  contact  with  about  35  farmers  at  a  time  under  normal  conditions, 
his  or  her  effectiveness  is  severely  reduced  under  current  conditions  in  Guatemala  where 
the  extensionists  have  been  instructed  by  military  authorities  not  to  travel  in  the 
countryside  between  4pm  and  8am  and  where  all  meetings  in  the  countryside  have  been 
banned.  It  is  not  now  possible  for  the  extensionist  to  meet  with  small  groups  of  farmers 
to  provide  demonstrations  or  other  instruction.  Few  of  the  "farmer-guides"  can  be 
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expected  to  transmit  the  technical  in-formation  in  the  extensionists  place.  As  a  result  the 
number  of  families  to  be  affected  directly  by  this  project  is  likely  to  be  only  a  small 
fraction  of  the  5000  families  postulated  in  the  Project  Paper. 

Marketing  Problems.  A  final  major  problem  with  the  conceptuali2ation  of  the 
project  has  to  do  with  marketing.  The  Project  Paper  claimed,  in  rather  sanguine  fashion, 
that  "the  additional  production  stimulated  by  the  project  can  easily  be  absorbed  by  the 
market  without  depressing  crop  prices"  <p.  8>.  It  has  been  one  of  the  most  striking 
results  of  the  recent  projects  to  encourage  additional  and  diversified  production  through 
mini-irrigation  systems  and  terracing  that  prices  received  by  the  farmers  tended  to 
plummet  after  one  or  two  good  crops.  Dr.  Gary  Smith's  recent  evaluation  of  the  -026  loan 
program  <Smith,  1983>  concluded  that  marketing  problems  posed  significant  limitations  on 
the  generation  of  streams  of  benefits.  An  earlier  report  on  the  same  program  concluded 
the  same;  Casasco,  Donato,  and  Hawkins  noted  that  farmers  continually  encountered 
discouraging  prices  when  they  took  their  cash  crops  to  market  <1982,  p.  9>. 

The  Project  Paper  noted  that  a  separate  AID  project  for  a  Cooperative  Marketing 
Association  (CECOMERCA)  will  assure  that  "sufficient  marketing  infrastructure  will  be  in 
place  during  the  project  implementation  period  to  ensure  that  marketing  will  not  operate 
as  a  constraint  on  diversified  crop  production"  <p.  8>.  The  CECOMERCA  project  is  now 
considered  a  near-complete  failure.  A  recent  report  by  Steele  and  Obregon  determined 
that  the  "project  is  not  economically  viable  at  this  time."  They  attributed  the  problems 
to  a  lack  of  technical  expertise,  poor  monitoring,  "political  and  security  instabilities," 
and  problems  in  the  markets  to  which  the  products  were  to  be  sent  <p.5>. 

In  the  absence  of  proposals  for  new  and  vigorous  marketing  efforts  to  ensure  that 
the  products  of  diversification  are  not  bought  by  the  same  middlemen  as  basic  grains  and 
at  the  same  exploitative  prices,  significant  successful  diversification  of  the  highlands 
will  not  lead  to  sustained  increases  in  small  farmer  income.  In  the  end,  the 
diversification  effort  itself  will  be  threatened  by  a  loss  of  market  incentives  for 
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production  of  crops  other  than  those  which  contribute  with  the  greatest  certainty  to 
subsistence  consumption  by  the  farm  family. 

Problems  with  Implementation. 

The  project's  full-time  coordinator  was  not  named  until  June  15,  1982.  None  of  the 
full-time  technical  assistance  has  been  hired  yet.  Although  one  of  the  pre¬ 
implementation  requirements  was  the  creation  of  positions  in  each  of  the  agencies  for  the 
persons  to  be  hired  under  the  project,  that  process  was  not  begun  until  November  1983, 
and  the  announcement  of  the  creation  of  the  positions  is  still  pending  for  at  least  three 
of  the  cooperating  agencies. 

These  delays  are  perhaps  unsurprising  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Guatemala 
experienced  a  military  takeover  of  the  government  in  March  1982.  The  project  is,  in 
general,  at  least  two  years  behind  its  original  implementation  schedule.  But  it  is 
salvageable  with  an  appropriate  extension  of  time  to  completion. 

Changes  in  Geooraohical  Coverage.  The  largest  threat  to  the-integrity  of  the 
project  at  this  moment  (and  similarly  the  largest  threat  to  the  viability  of  baseline 
analysis  and  evaluation)  is  the  recent  re-definition  of  the  area  to  be  encompassed  by  it 
to  a  total  of  64  municipalities,  approximately  2/3  of  the  total  area  of  Region  I.  This 
expansion  of  the  project  not  only  threatens  its  viability  in  terms  of  meaningful  potential 
impact,  but  also  virtually  eliminates  the  possibility  of  direct  measurement  of  project 
impact.  Figure  A 1-1  provides  a  map  of  the  region  and  an  indication  of  the  municipalities 
that  have  now  been  defined  as  part  of  the  project. 

The  first  definition  of  the  area  to  be  encompassed  by  the  project  included  14 
municipalities  in  the  Departments  of  San  Marcos  and  Quiche.  The  criterion  behind  that 
original  selection  does  not  seem  to  be  clear,  but  it  is  clear  that  there  was  a  significant 
political  reaction  on  the  part  of  the  GOG  against  that  choice.  Negotiations  followed 
which  expanded  the  target  region  to  "ten  districts,"  each  made  up  of  three  or  more 
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municipalities  and  spread  throughout  highland  San  Marcos,  Totonicapan,  Huehuetenango, 
Quiche,  and  Quet2altenango.  This  is  a  decision  which  has  been  met  by  uni-form  'disbelief* 
on  the  part  o-f  the  GOG  agency  personnel  charged  with  administering  the  project. 

According  to  data  prepared  -for  me  by  USPADA's  Statistics  and  Evaluation  Of-fice, 
the  new  area  tor  “focus"  of  the  project  has  the  following  characteristics.  It  covers  a 
total  of  8650  square  kilometers  of  land;  it  includes  an  estimated  91,38?  families,  of  whom 
approximately  82,128  are  farm  families  with  land  holdings  under  7  hectares.  According  to 
the  GOG  people  with  whom  I  spoke,  the  64  consist  of  all  of  the  municipalities  in  which  the 
Government  is  able  to  place  extensionists  without  great  danger.  According  to  Embassy 
personnel,  there  are  at  least  three  of  the  districts  (and  about  15  of  the  municipalities) 
into  which  American  personnel  probably  could  not  enter  safely. 

Politicization  of  the  Project.  This  problem  of  security  also  introduces  other 
damaging  political  overtones.  The  military  director  of  the  GOG's  Assistance  Program  for 
Conflict  Areas  (PAAC),  Col.  Eduardo  Wohlers  has  described  a  new  government  program  "to 
turn  the  Indian  highlands  into  a  vast  factory  farm,"  according  to  the  6  May  1983  issue  of 
Latin  America  Regional  Reports:  Central  America  and  Mexico  <p.  8,  reproduced  as  Annex 
8>.  He  also  indicated  that  AID  officials  were  about  to  underwrite  the  effort;  in  view  of 
the  absence  of  any  other  similar  project  in  the  pipeline;  he  could  only  be  referring  to  this 
project.  To  the  extent  that  the  funds  of  this  project  become  involved  in  support  for  new 
agricultural  efforts  linked  to  the  other  controversial  areas  of  GOG  activities  in  the  areas 
in  conflict,  such  as  the  resettlement  camps  and  "strategic  villages,"  overall  funding  for 
USA  ID /G  may  be  threatened  in  the  Congress. 

This  extension  of  the  project  to  the  larger  area,  at  the  request  of  the  GOG,  creates 
a  large  number  of  problems  which  may  not  have  been  anticipated  at  the  time  that  the 
agreement  was  reached.  First,  the  GOG  has  indicated  that  it  would  dedicate  all  of  its 
extensionists  in  the  region  to  this  project,  thereby  breaking  down  completely  the 
possibility  that  benefits  to  small  farmers  attributable  to  the  project  loan  and  grant 
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could  be  separated  -from  the  results  of  all  other  GOG  agricultural  support  activities  in  the 
region.  From  the  point  of  view  of  sample  surveys#  the  expansion  of  the  area  eliminates 
the  possibility  of  conducting  repeated  area  frame  samples  of  an  affordable  si2e  with  any 
confidence  of  capturing  in  that  way  an  adequate  subsample  of  "beneficiaries"  of  the 
project.  And  it  will  increase  greatly  the  travel  costs  involved  in  all  of  the  baseline 
survey  work  and  subsequent  evaluation  work. 

The  dismay  of  the  GOG  personnel  with  the  expansion  of  the  area  and  what  they 
char4cteri2ed  as  the  "dilution"  of  the  project's  budget  was  depicted  in  a  comment  at  one 
meeting  in  which  the  project  was  characteri2ed  as  the  "'Alka-selt2er'  Project."  That  is#  I 
was  told i  the  funds  available  are  to  be  spread  so  thinly  over  the  farmers  in  the  region 
that  the  average  loan  to  a  typical  farm  family  will  just  be  sufficient  to  purchase  'Alka- 
Selt2er'  to  combat  the  family's  hunger. 

The  recent  evaluation  by  Dr.  Gary  Smith  of  the  on-going  roads#  mini-irrigation# 
and  terracing  program  indicated  that  one  of  the  greatest  apparent  shortcomings  of  the 
project  had  been  the  failure  to  integrate  them  geographically.  It  will  now  be  similarly 
difficult  to  integrate  the  various  dimensions  of  the  diversification  project  because  the 
area  to  be  covered  is  so  large  relative  to  the  funding  provided. 


Summary. 

This  project  is  badly  in  need  of  several  elements: 


1.  The  areas  of  initial  geographical  emphasis  should  be  reduced  to  a 
manageable  smaller  number#  removed  from  the  areas  of  complete 
militari2ation»  and  separated  from  the  explicit  pacification  programs  of 
the  GOG. 

2.  There  is  great  need  for  a  full-time  project-wide  technical  advisor  to  work 
in  the  coordinating  of-fice  of  the  project#  someone  who  is  able  to 
transcend  the  internecine  struggles  of  the  participating  agencies  and  who 
can  take  the  basic  concepts  embodied  in  the  project  paper  and  re-mold 
them  into  an  effective  and  feasible  strategy  of  research  and 
implementation. 

3.  There  is  great  need  to  develop  rapidly  a  marketing  system  for  the 
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products  that  are  going  to  be  stimulated  under  this  effort;  reliance  upon 
existing  marketing  structures  will  be  the  single  greatest  deterrent  to 
effective  diversification  of  small  farmers  in  the  highlands. 

4.  The  budget  must  be  reworked  in  order  to  clarify  the  sources  and  the 
amounts  of  the  funds  needed  for  both  the  baseline  'small  farm 
management  study"  and  the  nutritional  analyses  as  baseline  for 
evaluations. 
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ANNEX  2:  Baseline  Survey  and  Evaluation  Alternatives. 


As  noted  in  the  main  body  of  this  report#  I  was  asked  by  USAID/G  Mission 
personnel  to  work,  closely  with  representatives  of  the  "Statistics  and  Evaluation  Area”  of 
USPADA  in  the  development  of  the  basic  sampling  methodology  to  be  used  for  baseline 
surveys  and  evaluations  for  all  of  the  agricultural  and  nutritional  dimensions  of  the 
project.  This  Annex  is  designed  to  summarize  those  discussions  and  to  provide  a  concrete 
explanation  for  the  choices  that  were  made#  the  cost  estimates  that  were  developed#  and 
the  reasons  that  were  given  in  my  May  27  briefing  for  Mission  personnel  on  recommended 
courses  of  action.  It  includes#  as  a  specific  qualifying  document#  a  statement  prepared  by 
the  survey  design  team  (Ricardo  Avila#  Jose  Luis  Reyes  Donis#  and  this  author)  which 
clarifies  the  limits  of  the  survey  research  proposed#  both  in  terms  of  areal  coverage  and 
in  terms  of  level  of  specificity  of  responses  which  can  be  generated  with  statistical 
reliability  under  the  sampling  conditions  which  were  assumed. 

Basic  Design  Considerations. 

The  design  of  the  two  alternatives  which  will  be  presented  below  has  been  based 
upon  a  series  of  explicit  assumptions  that  must  be  understood  if  the  alternatives 
themselves  are  to  be  understood.  The  assumptions  related  to  areas  as  diverse  as  the 
probable  level  of  funding  available#  the  expected  variance  in  the  data  to  be  generated#  the 
availability  of  prior  relevant  data#  the  periodicity  and  seasonality  of  the  phenomena  to  be 
measured#  and  the  potential  roles  of  supporting  organizations.  The  specific  assumptions 
were#  in  brief: 


1.  That  the  area  over  which  the  project  will  be  extended  encompasses  some 
or  all  of  the  64  designated  municipios  in  Region  I.  That  is#  that  there 
will  be  more  than  80 #000  families  that  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  be 
touched  by  the  project  at  one  point  or  another  during  its  five  years  of 
implementation.  If  there  had  been  any  a  priori  information  on 
geographical  concentration  of  the  project  activities  or  any  consensus  on 
geographical  staging  of  different  project  programs#  the  appropriate 
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design  would  be  quite  different.  Given  the  enormous  geographical  reach 
of  the  project  as  recently  redefined  (a  change  which  is  criticized  in  Annex 
i),  the  problem  of  sampling  for  both  baseline  analysis  and  evaluation  has 
been  made  much  more  difficult. 

2.  That  there  exists  distinct  and  important  seasonality  in  the  patterns  of 
agricultural  income »  migration  for  off-farm  income,  and  family  nutrition 
in  the  highlands  of  Guatemala.  This  seasonality  creates  problems  of 
several  types.  Firstf  systematic  sampling  which  includes  questions  about 
family  expenditures*  food  consumption*  and  recent  employment  and  income 
patterns  must  be  undertaken  at  times  of  the  year  when  most  of  the  farm 
families  will  in  fact  be  available  on  their  farms.  Second*  evaluation  of 
nutritional  consequences  should  be  undertaken  at  more  than  one  time  of 
the  year*  especially  in  view  of  the  potential  ability  of  the  diversification 
project  to  improve  nutrition  during  periods  of  the  year  when  nutritional 
status  of  highland  farm  families  may  have  been  worst  under  non- 
diversified*  staple  grain  production  patterns. 

3.  That  the  sample  size  must  be  large  enough  to  incorporate  in  the  baseline 
survey  a  significant  number  of  those  who  will  in  fact  be  affected  by  the 
project  or  that  an  alternative  sampling  procedure  for  capturing 
"participants'1  in  the  project  or  "beneficiaries”  of  the  project  must  be 
devised.  One  of  the  alternatives  proposed  below  incorporates  the  notion 
of  repeated  interviews  of  a  scientific  sample  of  families  which  may  or 
may  not  include  an  adequate  number  of  "participants”  or  "beneficiaries." 
The  other  alternative  seeks  to  capture  directly  the  "participants”  or 
"beneficiaries"  of  the  project*  but  loses  in  the  process  a  significant 
portion  of  the  validity  of  the  sample  design. 

4.  That  use  should  be  made  of  already  available  materials*  expertise  among 
Guatemalan  cooperating  agencies*  and  of  previously  gathered  data.  This 
has  meant*  effectively*  a  clear  decision  to  base  the  baseline  analysis  and 
the  evaluations*  to  whatever  extent  possible*  upon  the  previously- 
developed  Area  Frame  Sample  for  Region  I  and  upon  the  survey  research 
abilities  of  personnel  in  the  Statistics  and  Evaluation  Area  of  USPADA. 
Both  of  the  alternatives  discussed  below  will  generate  data  which  can  be 
compared  directly  with  data  previously  gathered  in  1980  as  part  of  the 
"Second  Agricultural  Survey  of  Region  I"  which  was  published  in  January 
1983  < USPADA*  Seaunda  Encuesta  Aoncola...>. 

5.  That  INCAP,  the  Guatemala-based  non-profit  nutrition  research  agency, 
should  play  an  active  role  in  the  development  and  analysis  of  the 
nutritional  components  of  the  baseline  study  and  the  evaluations  of  the 
nutritional  impacts  of  the  project.  INCAP  had*  in  fact,  been  contracted 
by  ICTA  to  conduct  these  analyses  as  a  pre-loan  condition.  But  there 
had  never  been  any  specification  of  precisely  what  INCAP  would  do*  much 
less  any  discussion  of  the  relative  costs  of  its  specific  contributions. 
Both  alternatives  presented  below  provide  for  virtually  identical  INCAP 
roles*  and  use  identical  preliminary  estimate's  of  INCAP  costs. 

6.  That  the  funding  provided  for  the  baseline  survey  and  the  evaluations  in 
the  Project  Paper  would  be  clearly  inadequate*  but  that  the  total  amount 
of  additional  funding  forthcoming  for  these  functions  would  be  very 
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limited.  The  alternatives  were  therefore  developed  under  dual 
assumptions  of  "minimal  funding"  and  "minimally  acceptable  survey  and 
evaluation"  approaches.  It  is  the  consensus  among  members  of  the 
survey  design  team  that  no  analyses  with  smaller  scope,  smaller  samples, 
or,  ultimately,  at  lower  cost  will  provide  minimally-acceptable  levels  of 
reliability  for  even  the  broadest  of  the  hypotheses  implicit  in  the  project 
design. 

The  Problem  of  Timing. 

Considerations  of  when  to  conduct  the  baseline  survey  and  when  to  conduct 
subsequent  analyses  have  been  dominated  by  three  facts.  First,  prior  DSPADA  analyses 
in  Region  I  have  been  conducted  in  the  Fall,  effectively  beginning  interviews  on  October 
16th  in  both  1979  and  1980.  This  is  generally  a  time  when  staple  grains  are  maturing  or 
are  being  harvested  in  the  highlands  (depending  upon  altitude  and  the  timing  of  the  first 
rains  that  year).  Second,  that  date  for  the  survey  facilitates  evaluation  of  cropping 
patterns  by  observation  (rather  than  by  recall).  And,  third,  it  precedes  the  period  of 
greatest  movement  toward  the  coastal  cotton  harvests  or  toward  the  coffee  harvests  on 
the  lower  slopes. 

At  the  present  USPADA  has  been  "gearing  up”  for  the  baseline  study  at  that  time, 
and  that  momentum  can  be  of  considerable  usefulness.  It  has  allocated  the  time  of  Ley 
personnel  who  may  be  less  available  at  other  time;  it  appears  to  have  vehicles  and  other 
support  equipment  ready  for  those  dates.  Of  potentially  greater  significance  is  the  fact 
that  the  baseline  survey  is,  according  to  the  Project  Paper,  critical  in  the  development  of 
the  specific  strategies  to  be  pursued  in  each  of  the  major  areas.  Under  optimistic 
assumptions  with  respect  to  data  processing,  the  results  of  a  survey  in  October  and 
November  of  1983  will  be  available  for  use  by  the  other  cooperating  agencies  no  sooner 
than  March  or  April  of  1984.  If  the  first  survey  work,  is  postponed  until,  say,  the  Spring 
of  1984,  there  will  be  no  systematic  data  available  for  other  components  of  project  design 
until  late  1984. 
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The  disadvantages  of  observation  and  measurement  in  the  months  of  October  and 
November  are  also  significant.  To  devise »  test,  re-design,  print,  and  teach  the  use  of  a 
largely  new  survey  instrument  in  roughly  five  months  will  be  a  major  challenge  to  the 
USFADA  personnel  assigned  to  this  project;  that  is  especially  true  when  seen  in  the  light 
of  the  relatively  cumbersome  coordination  procedures  now  in  effect.  To  interview  farm 
families  during  the  maturing  period  or  the  early  harvest  period  for  this  year's  crops  will 
mean  that  previous  farm  income  estimates  will  be  based  largely  on  recall  of  the  previous 
year's  harvests*  generally  9  months  or  more  after  those  harvests  had  occurred.  Prices 
for  the  crops  prevalent  at  that  time  will  reflect  some  of  the  highest  prices  of  the  year, 
prices  which  correspond  to  times  of  great  shortages  among  farm  and  city  families  of 
consumable  grains.  To  the  extent  that  measurement  of  the  effects  of  mini-irrigation 
projects  is  an  important  objective  of  the  evaluations,  October  and  November  represent  the 
end  of  the  rainy  season  and,  for  that  reason,  a  time  of  the  year  when  the  consequences  of 
irrigation  will  be  least. 

The  Aoril-Mav  Alternative.  The  other  extreme  in  terms  of  seasonality  in  the 
highlands  occurs  in  April  and  May.  These  are  months  of  preparing  the  soil  for  the  next 
season,  a  time  of  waiting  for  the  rain,  hoping  that  it  does  not  start  too  early  and  then 
quit,  and  a  time  of  worrying  about  both  floods  and  drought.  May  i5th  is  the  traditionally 
expected  onset  of  the  rainy  season.  These  are  months  when  there  is  considerable 
expenditure  on  the  part  of  the  families  for  seed,  non-family  labor  (if  any),  fertilizers  (if 
any),  etc.  As  the  INDECA  chart  reproduced  in  the  accompanying  Figure  A2-1  indicates,  it 
is  a  time  of  very  little  off-farm  agricultural  activity;  that  is,  a  time  of  very  low  income 
for  highland  smallholders.  Some  have  suggested  that  it  represents  a  time  of  very  low 
nutrition  for  highland  families,  for  prices  are  highest  for  purchased  non-staple  crops  and 
there  will  have  been  no  production  of  garden  crops  for  more  than  five  months.  These 
months  would  represent  a  critical  test  of  nutrition,  consumption,  and  irrigation  impacts. 
Farm  families  are  more  likely  to  be  encountered  on  their  own  farms  at  this  time.  And 
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interviews  4t  th4t  time  would  take  place  only  4  -few  months  after  the  last  h4rvest, 
incre4sing  the  reli4bility  of  rec4ll  of  yields*  prices»  4nd  f4mily  income  from  b4sic  f4rm 
production. 

USPADA  would  h4ve  more  time  to  develop  the  specialized  instruments  needed  if  the 
initi4l  surveys  were  postponed  until  April  4nd  M4y  of  1984.  But  there  4re  sever4l 
administrative  problems  which  might  preclude  effective  org4ni24tion  of  the  survey  if  one 
were  to  W4it  until  th4t  time.  The  present  government  of  Gu4temal4  has  implemented  a 
relatively  very  complicated  form  of;  control  of  the  hiring  of  government  employees.  It  is 
rumored  to  take  as  much  as  six  months  for  acceptance  by  the  government  of  the  creation 
of  new  positions!  even  when  they  are  externally  funded.  It  then  takes  from  two  to  three 
months  more  for  the  naming  of  a  specific  individual  to  one  of  the  approved  positions.  In 
the  opinion  of  USPADA  personnel*  if  the  hiring  of  interviewers  and  other  field  personnel 
for  this  study  were  postponed  past  the  end  of  this  fiscal  (and  calendar)  year*  there  is 
little  likelihood  that  the  personnel  could  be  hired  before  the  middle  of  1984. 

Alternative  Sizes  and  Frequencies  of  Sampling. 

There  are  30d  "areal  segments"  in  the  USPADA  Area  Frame  Sample  for  Region  i. 
They  consist  of  geographically  contiguous  groups  of  farms  stratified  by  the  intensity  of 
cultivation  currently  practised.  They  contain  an  average  of  about  11  farms  per  segment» 
and  the  data  for  all  farms  in  each  segment  were  the  principal  bases  for  the  1980  estimates 
of  farm  statistics  published  in  the  recent  survey  of  the  region.  Approximately  123  of 
these  segments  are  located  in  the  64  municioios  encompassed  in  the  recently-enlarged 
project  area  for  this  project.  USPADA  has  estimated  that  there  are  therefore 
approximately  1230  farms  under  7  hectares  in  the  segments  of  the  Area  Frame  people  that 
fall  in  the  project  area. 
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One  clear  alternative  tor  developing  the  baseline  data  and  for  evaluating  the 
project  impacts  would  consist  of  surveying  all  1230  of  those  farms  as  soon  as  possible  to 
establish  current  conditions  and  to  expand  upon  the  data  about  them  previously  gathered 
in  1980.  One  could  then  repeat  the  survey  among  the  same  1230  families  at  the  end  of  the 
third  year  of  the  project  <say»  1985)  and  after  the  completion  of  the  full  five  years  (in, 
say,  1987).  The  principal  advantage  of  this  approach  is  that  it  would  provide  a 
scientifically  valid  survey  of  the  general  conditions  that  characterize  the  entire 
designated  portion  of  Region  I.  In  subsequent  years  it  would  pick,  up  any  changes  in  those 
conditions  that  may  have  occurred,  including  those  that  might  be  traced  to  the  project 
itself. 

The  principal  disadvantage  is  the  fact  that  even  under  the  most  optimistic 
conditions,  that  is,  assuming  that  the  full  targeted  5000  families  are  affected  by  the 
project,  fewer  than  80  <6.9%)  of  the  families  initially  surveyed  are  likely  to  have  been 
affected  under  the  project.  That  is,  it  would  be  relatively  very  difficult  to  measure 
impacts  of  the  programs  based  on  such  a  small  sample  of  families,  especially  given  the 
wide  variety  of  program  components  and  the  variation  in  intensity  which  is  likely. 

To  enlarge  the  sample  to  a  significantly  larger  number  of  families  for  the  baseline 
study  would  require,  effectively,  the  creation  of  a  wholly  new  Area  Frame  Sample.  Even 
if  it  were  possible  to  fund  such  an  effort,  it  would  take  at  least  another  year  of 
preparation;  and,  since  the  National  Geographic  Institute  has  now  been  militarized,  it  is 
doubtful  that  the  aerial  photographs  needed  to  create  the  sample  would  be  made 
available. 

Nevertheless,  this  basic  alternative  remains  a  possibility;  it  would  be  of  greater 
value  to  the  baseline  analysis  of  agricultural  conditions  than  to  subsequent  measurement 
of  direct  program  effects.  But  that  impact  analysis  may  have  already  been  eliminated  at 
the  moment  that  the  target  area  was  expanded  to  the  majority  of  the  region.  The  formal 
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costing  of  that  alternative  is  presented  as  Alternative  I  in  the  accompanying 
documentation. 

A  Second  Alternative.  A  second  alternative  that  was  proposed#  evaluated#  and 
costed-out  involves  a  more  complicated  set  of  interrelated  surveys.  It  should  be  made 
very  clear  from  the  outset  that  the  implicit  methodology  in  this  second  approach  has 
several  theoretical  shortcomings.  But  it  just  may  provide  a  functional,  operational 
alternative  to  the  first  alternative  above.  In  particular  it  is  clear  that  it  responds  to 
several  of  the  most  severe  shortcomings  of  the  first  alternative#  namely#  the  lack  of 
seasonal  coverage  and  the  lack  of  guaranteed  coverage  of  "participants'*  or 
"beneficiaries"  of  the  project. 

The  second  alternative  would  be  divided  among  8  distinct  stages: 


1.  Baseline  survey  of  50%  of  the  families  in  the  123  "segments"  of  the  Area 
Frame  Sample;  approximately  615  interviews#  between  October  16  and 
November  30#  1983. 

2.  Repeat  survey  of  the  same  615  families  between  April  16th  and  May  30th# 
1984. 

3.  Application  of  the  same  survey  instrument  to  a  random  sample  of  200 
families  chosen  from  among  those  identified  by  the  GOG  participating 
agencies  as  "participants"  in  one  or  more  phases  of  the  project's 
programs;  to  be  undertaken  between  October  16  and  November  30#  1984. 

4.  Repeat  survey  of  the  same  200  "participating"  families  between  April 
16th  and  May  30th#  1985. 

5.  Application  of  the  same  survey  instrument  to  a  random  sample  of  200 
additional  families  selected  from  among  those  who  bfecame  participants 
after  October  1984;  to  be  undertaken  between  October  16th  and  November 
30  th#  1985. 

6.  Repeat  survey  of  this  new  group  of  200  additional  participating  families 
between  April  16th  and  May  30th#  1986. 

7.  Final  evaluation  of  the  impact  of  the  project  by  means  of  surveying  all 
615  of  the  original  families  plus  the  400  "participant"  families#  beginning 
on  October  16th  1986;  and 

8.  Repeat  final  evaluation  of  the  impact#  among  the  same  1015  families# 
beginning  on  April  16th#  1987. 
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This  second  alternative  will  give  tar  greater  probability  of  capturing  both 
background  conditions  in  the  months  of  October  and  November  and  variation  in  those 
conditions  in  April  and  May.  It  will  assure  us  of  the  presence  of  an  adequate  number  of 
"participant"  families;  and  it  will  provide  a  basis  for  comparing  the  characteristics  of  the 
participating  families  with  those  of  all  farmers  in  the  region.  It  will  provide  for  more 
thorough  geographical  coverage  of  those  areas  in  which,  de  facto,  there  may  have  been 
higher  levels  of  participation  in  the  program. 

Much  caution,  however,  will  have  to  be  exercised  in  the  evaluation  of  comparisons 
between  the  families  in  the  baseline  survey  and  those  among  the  "participants."  There 
will  be  a  distinct  selection  bias;  there  will  probably  be  important  geographical  biases; 
and  there  will  be  problems  in  terms  of  the  lack  of  independent  data  on  the  characteristics 
.  of  the  "participant"  families  prior  to  the  onset  of  their  participation.  The  data  will  have 
to  be  evaluated  as  three  distinct  cohorts,  drawn  differently  from  the  same  population:  the 
baseline  random  cohort;  the  first  cohort  of  participants;  and  a  second  cohort  of  later 
entries  into  the  project  and  its  programs. 

Alternative  Cost  Estimates. 

The  derivation  of  cost  estimates  for  each  of  the  two  alternatives  required  the 
specification  of  a  series  of  cost  assumptions  based  upon  the  recent  experience  of 
USPADA  in  precisely  this  kind  of  survey  process.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  transportation 
to  and  from  the  sites  of  the  interviews  constitutes  a  large  portion  of  the  total  personnel 
costs,  it  would  not  have  been  realistic  to  assume  that  constant  costs  per  interview  would 
obtain  across  the  two  alternatives.  On  the  contrary,  the  least  expensive  of  the 
interviews  would  be  those  where  the  survey  team  could  be  taken  to  a  single  contiguous 
"areal  segment"  and  could  interview  all  of  the  families  resident  in  it.  The  most 
expensive  interviews  would  be  those  where  a  jeep  and  a  team  of  interviewers  would  have 
to  travel  considerable  distance  to  survey  a  single  farm  family,  for  example,  a  family  that 
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h.d  ...com.  an  active  participant  in  on,  of  th,  project's  programs.  Tabl.  A2-1  presents 

<»n  Spanish)  th.  cost  .stimat,  developed  for  Alt.rnativ,  1,  as  discuss.d  abov„  th. 

survys  based  upon  th,  full  s.t  of  families  in  all  of  th,  “segments'  included  in  th, 

targeted  area.  The  basic  surveying  assumptions  that  underlay  those  estimates  were  th. 
following: 


with  the^L  ^1  0  W.K  1  mil*  interviewer  to  work 

data  and  t  f.™7*rS  T  94th*rin9  Plating,  production,  and  other  farm 
o^h^  L  !  V"1*'"'*'*’*''  to  work  with  the  women  farmers  in 
gathering  household  inventory,  food  consumption,  expenditure,  and 
nutritional  anthropometry  data.  expenanure,  and 

b)  Each  team  will  be  capable  of  interviewing  three  families  oer  day 
assunnng  an  estimated  1.5  hour,  at  each  site,  travel  time  to  the  sitU 

i0r  t0  *•»"•  !•«-«  and  for  reviewing  the“»U 

0  l°*  C,rTf‘*I*  th*  5urv*r  °*  1300  in  months,  including  ten  days 

of  training,  six  weeks  of  interviewing,  and  four  days  of  recap,  will 
require  14  two— person  teams  of  interviewers. 

will  squire  10  field  supervisors  at  two 

:,**“**  '“'"P*  for  movin9  *>•»  »round,  10  chauffeurs,  and  the 

transportation  costs  of  10  Jeeps  for  2  months. 

d>  JDhd*  4l*°,h*v*  b»  backed  up  by  <S  data-reviewers  and 

for*  months*  fl*ld  *°P  2  months  And  2  r*vi»wers  and  coders  at  USPADA 

f)  Each  team  will  need  clipboards,  a  set  of  maps  and  a  mapease,  a  simple 
balance-beam  scale  and  measuring  rod  for  anthropometry. 

g)  USPADA  will  provide  (and  will  pay  for)  a  “sectoral  consultant,”  an 

operations  chief,"  a  “coding  and  review  chief,*  a  mechanic  and  a 
secretary. 


h)  USPADA  and  other  cooperating  agencies  will  provide  all  of  the  vehicles 
needed;  but  USAID  wiU  be  expected  to  cover  the  variable  costs  of  the 
heavy  use  which  they  will  receive,  including  tires,  normal  maintenance, 
spare  parts,  gasoline  and  oil. 

i)  USAID  will  cover  all  the  rest  of  the  variable  costs,  including  salaries, 
if-?1**  ed  WAQB  and  saUry  supplements  ("bonificaciones"),  per-diem  (at 
□7.00/day  for  most  personnel;  Q9.00/day  for  top  administrative 
personnel),  and  printing  costs  for  the  survey  instruments. 

j)  The  costs  of  surveys  after  the  initial  year  will  be  estimated  to  increase 
at  the  rate  of  10%  per  year. 
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AID  Proyecto  034 
El  27  de  Mayo  de  1983 


Dos  Metodologias 

Dlstintas  para  el  Diagnostico  Agricolo  y 

la  Evaluacio 

Alternativa  1. 

USAID 

USPADA 

TOTAL 

Etapa  la: 

1300  encuestas  del  marco 
muestral,  a  partlr  del 

16  de  Octubre  de  1983 

57,296 

26,563 

83,859 

Etapa  2a: 

1300  encuestas  del  marco 
muestral,  a  partlr  del 

16  de  Octubre  de  1985 

68,755 

31,876 

100,631 

Etapa  3a: 

1300  encuestas  del  marco 
muestral,  a  partlr  del 

16  de  Octubre  de  1987 

85,889 

34,868 

120,757 

COSTO  DE  LEVANTAMIENTO  DE  DATOS: 

217,108 

88,139 

305,247 

Transcripclon,  limpieza,  y  procesamiento 
de  datos  por  el  INCAP  (estimado) 

Asistencia  tecnlca  y  analisis  de  datos 
nutriclonales  por  del  INCAP  (estimado) 

COSTO  TOTAL: 

50,000 

50,000 

317,108 

88,139 

405, 24r 

Dlstribucion 

Porcentual 

78.3  2 

21.72 

100.02 

Doc.  0484R/MEC 


mine  a  4*  ptur  iVi 


^  »  A  W»  ■ 


k)  INCAP  would  undertake  the  transcription  of  the  data  from  the  coded 
forms*  the  programming  for  data  analysis*  and  a  variety  of  supervisory 
tasks  for  an  amount  estimated  roughly*  pending  clearer  definition  of 
tasks*  at  (100*000  for  data  processing  and  technical  assistance.  (Rather 
than  contract  with  INCAP  to  conduct  the  nutritional  24-hour  recall 
survey  and  the  anthropometry*  it  was  conosidered  preferable  to  seek 
training  for  USPADA  interviewers  in  the  gathering  of  these  data  and  to 
contract  with  INCAP  to  provide  a  "nutrition  data  supervisor"  durinc  the 
data  collection  phase  in  the  field.  That  is  presumably  included  in  the 
lump  sum  quoted.) 

Under  these  assumptions*  the  total  cost  for  data  collection  of  the  baseline  survey 
(October  1983)  would  be  $83*85?  (Table  A2-1).  The  breakdown  of  those  costs  by  major 
category  is  given  in  Table  A2-2.  USAID  would  be  expected  to  cover  $57*296  (68.3%).  Data 
processing  costs  have  not  been  estimated  separately  for  each  phase  of  the  survey 
alternative;  if  only  one  portion  of  the  survey  and  evaluation  plan  were  to  be  implemented* 
new  negotiations  with  INCAP  would  have  to  be  undertaken  to  establish  the  separate  costs 
of  just  that  portion.  The  follow-up  survey  in  October  of  1985  would  cost  $100*631;  and 
the  final  evaluation  survey  would  cost  $120*757.  Including  the  data  processing  costs  and 
INCAP  technical  assistance*  the  total  5-year  cost  of  this  alternative  would  be  $405*247* 
of  which  USAID  would  cover  $317*108  (78.3%). 

The  total  cost  is  less  than  2.8%  of  the  total  project  financing  of  $14.8  million* 
including  the  original  Guatemalan  government  commitment  (which  was  recently  expanded). 
The  USAID  share  represents  3.9%  of  the  total  USAID  commitment  of  $8.1  million.  It  is 
also  important*  in  evaluating  the  relative  magnitude  of  these  sums*  to  note  that  the 
baseline  survey  is  more  than  just  a  basis  for  evaluation;  it  represents  an  integral  part  of 
the  project  design*  requirecMciMdentify  and  develop  potential  diversification  strategies 
suitable  for  a  variety  of  micro-climates  in  the  highlands.  Given  the  multiple  purposes 
served  by  the  evaluation;  these  costs  appear  quite  reasonable. 
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TABLE  A2-2 

Breakdown  of  Survey  Costs:  Alternative  1.  Phase  1 


Variable  Costs: 


1.  Interviewers  (Level  I) 

40  x  2  mos.  x  Q 110/mo. 

Q  6160. 

2.  Interviewers  (Level  II) 

9x2  mos.  x  Q 180/mo. 

3240. 

3.  Coders  fit  Reviewers 

6x2  mos.  x  Q 180/mo. 

2160. 

* 

4a.  Jeep  drivers 

6x2  mos.  x  Q 110/mo. 

1320. 

4b.  Jeep  drivers 

4x2  mos.  x  Q 110/mo. 

880. 

S 

5.  Coders  fit  Reviewers  (office) 

2x2  mos.  x  Q 180/mo. 

1080. 

6a.  Salary  Supplements 

128  pers.  mos.  x  Q 125/mo. 

11500. 

6b.  Salary  Supplements 

20  pers.  mos.  x  Q 125/mo. 

2500. 

X 

7.  Per  diem 

136  pers.  mos.  x  Q7/day 

21000. 

8.  Printing  of  instruments 

1600  at  Q1.00  each 

1600. 

9.  Vehicle  maintenance 

Q60/veh i c 1  e/mon  th 

1200. 

10.  Tires  and  tubes 

Q50/veh i c 1  e/mon  th 

1000. 

11.  Hi  sc.  spare  parts 

060/veh i c 1  e/mon  th 

1000. 

12.  Clipboards  fit  mapcases 

40  boards,  20  cases 

206. 

13.  Scales  fe  height  rods 

20  sets 

350. 

14.  Gasoline  10  jeeps  x  60  days  x  7  gal/day  x  Q2/gal 

8400. 

— 

-  Subtotal s 

63,586. 

Fixed  Costs: 

13.  Sectoral  consultant 

1  x  6  pers.  mos.  x  Q950/mo. 

5700. 

X 

16.  Operations  chief 

1x6  pers.  mos.  x  Q450/mo. 

2700. 

X 

17.  Coding  Review  chief 

1  x  6  pers.  mos.  x  Q425/mo. 

2550. 

X 

18.  Mechanic 

1x3  pers.  mos.  x  Q137/mo. 

413. 

X 

19.  Secretary,  office 

1  x  3  pers.  mos.  x  Q140/mo. 

420. 

X 

20.  Office  supplies 

1150. 

21.  Rental  of  field  office 

300. 

22.  Publication  Costs 

1000. 

23.  Advertising  fit  Communication 

(via  radio,  in  the  field) 

1000. 

24.  Wage  supplements  for  these 

latter  personnel 

3000. 

X 

25.  Per  diem  for  these  latter  personnel 

6240. 

X 

083,859. 

USAID  Share:  *57,296. 

(68.3%) 

USPADA  Share:  Q26,563. 

(31.7/.) 

* 
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The  Second  Alternative.  The  second  alternative  envisions  roughly  half  as  many 
interviews  in  October  1983,  repeated  in  April  1984.  Initial  and  follow-up  interviews  with 
•participants"  or  potential  "beneficiaries"  of  the  project  bring  the  total  number  of 
interviews  over  the  5  year  period  to  3970,  only  70  more  than  the  3900  interviews  that 
would  be  conducted  under  Alternative  1.  The  total  costs  of  the  second  alternative, 
however,  are  approximately  20%  higher  than  those  of  the  first  (see  Table  A2-3).  This 
difference  is  largely  attributable  to  two  factors.  First,  the  administrative  and 
supervisory  overhead  will  necessarily  be  greater  if  supervisory  personnel  must  be  kept 
focussed  on  these  surveys  effectively  full  time  for  a  year  in  each  of  the  three  periods  of 
interviewing  and  analysis.  Second,  the  reduction  of  the  total  number  of  interviews  does 
not  effect  the  dispersion  of  the  interviews.  We  have  assumed,  for  that  reason,  that  the 
average  team  will  be  able  to  complete  only  2.5  interviews  per  day,  on  average.  This  will 
be  especially  true  when  the  teams  are  searching  for  isolated  individual  "participants" 
under  stages  3  through  8  of  the  survey  procedure. 

Those  are  basically  the  only  assumptions  that  were  altered  between  the  two 
alternatives.  Under  this  second  alternative  the  total  costs  will  be  approximately 
$507,310,  of  which  USAID  will  pay  $362,77 6  (71.5%)  and  USPADA  will  be  responsible  for 
counterpart  expenditures  of  Q144,534  (28.5%).  The  costs  of  the  second  alternative  would 
amount  to  3.6%  of  the  total  original  project  costs;  USAID's  share  would  constitute  4.5%  of 
its  total  contribution  to  the  project. 

Recommendations  and  Limitations. 

It  appears  to  me  to  be  clearly  preferable  to  attempt  the  second  alternative  rather 
than  the  first.  The  first  phase  of  the  first  alternative  would  provide  the  greatest 
coverage  at  the  outset,  but  it  would  provide  no  indication  of  the  nature,  magnitude,  and 
importance  of  the  seasonal  variation  in  small  farm  conditions  in  the  highlands  which 
appear  a  priori  to  be  significant.  It  is  not  likely  to  capture,  when  repeated,  many  farmers 
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Table  A2-3 


AID  Proyecto  034 
El  27  de  Mayo  de  1983 


Alternativa  2. 


USAID  USPADA 


TOTAL 


Etapa  la: 


Etapa  2a: 


Etapa  3a: 


Etapa  4a: 


Etapa  5a: 


Etapa  6a: 


Etapa  7a: 


Etapa  8a: 


615  encuestas  del  marco 
muestral,  a  partir  del 
16  de  Octubre  de  1983 

615  encuestas  de  las  mismas 
familias,  a  partir  del 
16  de  Abril  de  1984 

200  encuestas  entre 
participantes,  a  partir  del 
16  de  Octubre  de  1984 

200  encuestas  de  los  mlsmos 
participantes,  a  partir  del 
16  de  Abril  de  1985 

200  encuestas  entre  nuevas 
participantes,  a  partir  del 
16  de  Octubre  de  1985 

200  encuestas  de  los  mlsmos 
participantes,  a  partir  del 
16  de  Abril  de  1986 

615  encuestas  del  marco  y 
400  encuestas  de  partici¬ 
pantes,  a  partir  del 
16  de  Octubre  de  1986 

615  encuestas  repltidas  y 
400  encuestas  repltidas, 
a  partir  del 
16  de  Abril  de  1987 


COSTO  DE  LEVANTAMIENTO  DE  DATOS: 

Transcripcion,  limpieza,  y  procesamiento 
de  datos  por  el  INCAP  (estimado) 


35,351  18,121  53,472 


35,351  18,121  53,472 


11,784  6,644  18,428 


11,784  6,655  18,428 


12,962  7,308  20,270 


12,962  7,308  20,720 


.71,291  40,194  111,485 


71,291  40,194  111,485 

262,776  144,534  407,310 

50,000 


Asistencia  tecnica  y  analisis  de  datos 
nutricionales  por  del  INCAP  (estimado) 

COSTO  TOTAL: 

Distribution  Porcentual 


50,000 

362,776  144,534  507,310 

71.52  28.5%  100.0% 
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that  are  in  fact  participating  in  one  or  more  of  the  programs  undertaken  within  the 
project.  And  it  is  not  likely  to  provide  meaningful  links  between  changes  which  occur  over 
the  five  years  of  the  project  and  the  changes  which  might  be  attributable  to  the  project. 

The  second  alternative  is  not  without  its  flaws.  While  it  will  guarantee  an 
opportunity  to  measure  changes  between  a  qualified  ex  ante  set  of  conditions  among 
specific  participating  farms  and  farmers  and  the  conditions  at  the  end  of  the  project*  it 
will  not  permit  generalization  to  either  the  full  impact  of  the  project  on  controlled  non¬ 
participating  farmers*  nor  will  it  permit  evaluation  of  the  progress  which  might  have  been 
made  by  the  participating  farmers  had  there  not  been  a  USAID  project.  The  absence  of  a 
meaningful  control  group  is  glaring;  it  is*  at  best*  a  sample  design  working  with  three 
partially  comparable  cohorts. 

Under  either  of  the  alternatives*  nevertheless*  there  are  important  limitations 
that  must  be  recognized.  It  is  strong  testimony  to  the  professional  quality  of  the 
USPADA  personnel  that  they  insisted  that  we  prepare  a  document  for  the  remainder  of  the 
participating  agencies  which  itemizes  the  limitations  of  the  data  which  will  be  gathered. 
This  represents*  in  part*  a  response  to  their  past  experience  with  the  Area  Frame  Sample; 
for  they  are  frequently  asked  for  statistics  on  geographical  areas  (departments  or 
municipalities)  for  which  the  sample  is  not  representative.  But  it  also  reflects  strong 
statistical  foundations*  for  they  are  quite  conscious  of  the  need  to  refuse  to  give 
statistics  which  have  relatively  very  large  coefficients  of  variation  (or  very  large 
relative  confidence  intervals).  They  note  that  the  point  estimates  are  too  often  used 
without  also  reporting  the  indicators  of  dispersion. 

The  document  which  was  prepared*  also  as  part  of  this  expanded  work  order*  is 
appended  as  Annex  8.  It  is  entitled  "Qbjetivos  y  Limitaciones  del  Diagnostico  y  de  las 
Encuestas  de  Evaluacion*"  and  it  has  been  distributed  to  all  of  the  representatives  of 
participating  GOG  organizations  who  are  members  of  the  coordinating  committee  for  the 
baseline  survey  and  evaluation. 


OICD-USDA  Report 


Survey  &  Evaluation  Alternatives 


M.E.  Conroy 


Small  Farmer  Diversification 


Annex  2 :  page  13. 


There  is  little  doubt  that  USPADA's  Statistics  and  Evaluation  Area  is  -fully 
qualified  (and,  perhaps*  uniquely  qualified  among  Guatemalan  agencies)  to  undertake  the 
baseline  survey  and  analysis.  The  exercise  will  enhance  its  capabilities  and  will,  through 
greater  links  to  INCAP  and  other  Technical  Assistance  personnel  presumably  to  be  sent, 
lead  to  a  strengthening  of  the  agricultural  and  nutritional  analysis  potential  in 
Guatemala. . 

I  strongly  recommend  that  INCAP  become  involved  in  every  facet  of  the  baseline 
survey  and  evaluation,  especially  in  terms  of  the  design  of  survey  instruments,  training 
in  the  application  of  nutrition-related  instruments,  transcription  of  the  data,  and 
analysis.  It  would  strengthen  USPAOA  in  a  clearly  useful  way  if  some  of  the 
statisticians  associated  with  the  Area  Frame  Sample  were  also  given  technical  training  in 
the  analysis  of  the  data  they  are  collecting.  Short  courses  in  SPSS  programming;  hands- 
on  access  to  the  mini-computer  at  INCAP;  and  supervised  research  with  their  data  are 
clearly  consistent  with  the  project  and  would  lead  to  greater  coherence  in  the  research 
effort  as  it  progressed.  Analyses  designed  by  INCAP  and  agricultural  specialists  for  the 
first  sets  of  data  could  be  repeated  by  USPADA  personnel  on  subsequent  sets,  lessening 
the  need  for  technical  assistance  at  every  stage  and  increasing  the  likelihood  that  the 
results  of  preliminary  analyses  are  incorporated  in  the  broader  USPADA  agricultural  and 
nutritional  planning  functions. 
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INSTRUMENTS  PARA  ESTIMAR  INGRESOS  TOTALES  DE  LA  F  AM  ILIA  AGRICOLA 


Los  lngresos  totales  de  las  famlllas  agricolas,  especialmente  las  fanllias 
que  tlenen  Cerrenos  muy  pequenos,  provienen  de  una  gama  amplia  de  fuentes.  La 
estimaci&i  de  sus  lngresos  cotales  para  un  afio  completo  (8  para  otro  perlodo 
de  tlempo)  es  una  tarea  casl  imposlble  fuera  de  un  proceso  continuo  de  regis- 
Cro  de  dacos  sobre  todos  las  fuentes  poslbles.  Es  posible  que  llegueaos  a 
registrar  datos  mas  completos  para  algunas  pocas  famlllas  a  base  de  los  "Re- 
glstros  Economlcos  de  Finca"  que  les  admlnlstrari  el  ICTA  a  algunos  agricul- 
tores.  Pero  en  la  mayorla  de  los  casos  lo  que  podemos  tratar  de  hacer  es 
medir  cada  component e  en  la  forma  mas  culdadosa  y  en  una  forma  consistente  de 
perfodo  a  perlodo.  En  esa  forma  llegaremos  a  poder  estlmar  muchos  componentes 
de  ingreso  para  perfodos  especlf icos,  pero  la  extrapolaclo'n  de  esos  lngresos 
al  aHo  completo  estara  todavla  rlesgosa. 

En  termlnos  generales  los  lngresos  totales  del  pequeno  agrlcultor  del  Al- 
tlplano  provienen  de  las  fuentes  siguientes: 

A.  lngresos  derlvados  de  la  agrlcultura,  6  en  la  finca  donde  se  localiza 
la  casa  6  en  otros  terrenos,  proprios  o  alquilados: 

a)  Venta  de  cultivos  anuales,  semi permanences,  6  permanentes; 

b)  Venta  de  anlmales  6  productos  de  animales; 

c)  El  valor  de  loa  productos  de  la. finca  consumldos  por  la 

fanilia. 

B.  lngresos  derlvados  de  artesanlas  u  otros  labores  desarrollados  por 
miembros  de  la  misma  familla  trabajando  en  casa. 

C.  lngresos  derlvados  de  mano  de  obra  proporcionada  en  otras  fincas 
clrcuavecinas,  es  decir,  que  le  permite  al  trabajador  regresar  a 
casa  cada  noche: 

- - —  a)  Del  jefe-de-la-  familla;  — 

b)  De  otros  adultos  en  la  familla; 

c)  De  nlnos  mayo res. 

D.  lngresos  derlvados  de  mano  de  obra  proporcionada  en  trabajos  lejos  de 
la  finca  propria,  o  en  otras  fincas  o  en  otras  empresas  no-agrfcolas 
o  casas  partlculares  que  quedan  a  tal  dlstancia  que  el  trabajador  no 
puede  regresar  a  la  finca  codas  las  noches  (Es  esta  el  trabajo  que 
denomlnamos  "trabajo  de  migrante.") : 

a)  Del  jefe  de  la  familla; 

b)  De  otros  adultos  en  la  familla; 

c)  De  niBos  mayores  de  la  familla; 

E.  lngresos  derlvados  de  otras  fuentes: 

a)  Arrendamientos  de  otras  casas  y/o  terrenos; 

b)  Pensiones  u  otros  pagos  por  trabajos  anteriores; 

c)  Giros  6  remesas  de  personas  que  no  son  miembros  del  hogar; 

d)  Donaciones  del  goblerao  6  de  entldades  internacionales. 
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1.  SUGESTIONES  PARA  INSTRUMENTS  SOBRE  EMPLEO  Y  INCRESO  FUERA  DE  LA  FINCA 

A.  DATOS  DEL  JEFE  DE  LA  FAMILIA: 

1.  Tieoe  Ud.  (6  tiene  el  jefe)  algun  trabajo  permanence  fuera  de  esta 

finca?  Si _ .  No _ (Pasa  a  la  pregunta  5). 

2.  Que  clase  de  trabajo  tiene  Ud.  /////////////////// 

/////////////////// 

Cod if icacion:  _ Trabajo  agrfcolo  en  finca  de  otro. 

_ Trabajo  no-agrlcolo. 

3.  Cuanto  tlempo  pasa  Ud.  normalmente  en  ese  trabajo? 

_ _ dias  por  mes; 

dlas  por  semana; 


_ horas  por  dia. 

4.  Cuanto  gana  Ud.  en  ese  trabajo?  Q. 


Por 


/mes 

_ /dia 

Zhora 

5.  Ha  trabajado  Ud.  (6  el  jefe  de  la  familia)  fuera  de  la  finca 
en  el  ultimo  aBo  en  algun  trabajo  por  temporada? 

Si.  No.  (Pasa  al  nuaero  9). 

6.  Que  clase  de  trabajo  tenia  Ud.  //  //  //  III  III  III  III  / 

II J  I  II  II  II  II  II  II  II  / 
Cod if icacion:  Trabajo  agrfcolo  en  finca  de  otro. 

_ Trabajo  no-agrfcolo. 

7.  En  que  lugar:  Municipio  _ Depto _ A  que  distanda?  km. 

8.  Cuando  fue  la  ultima  vez  que  Ud.  trabajo  allf?  Hace  dlas. 

9.  Cuanto  tlempo  trabajo?  . _ dlas*  _ semanas,  _ aeses. 


10.  Cuanto  gano  Ud.  en  ese  trabajo?  (J. 


P°r 


/mes 

_ /  dia 

/hora 

11.  Durante  ese  perlodo  en  ese  lugar,  cuantos  dlas  paso  Ud.  sin  trabajo 
cuando  querla  traba jar?  Algunos  dlas. 


12.  Cuando  fue  la  vez  anterior  que  Ud.  fue  a  ese  trabajo?  Hace 

13.  Cuanto  tlempo  traba j6  esa  vez?  dlas,  _ semanas. 


dlas. 


meses. 


14.  Ha  trabajado  Ud.  (6  el  jefe  de  la  familia)  fuera  de  la  finca 
en  el  ultimo  ano  en  otro  trabajo  por  temporada? 

SI.  No.  (Pasa  al  numero  19). 

15.  Que  clase  de  trabajo  tenia  Ud.  //  //  //  //  //  /  /  //  //  //  / 

/////////////////// 

Cod if icacion:  Trabajo  agrlcolo  en  flncA  de  otro. 

_ Trabajo  no-agrrcolo. 

16.  En  que  lugar:  Municipio _ Depto _ A  que  distancla?  km. 

17.  Cuando  fue  la  ultima  vez  que  Ud.  trabajtf  allf?  Hace  dlas. 

18.  Cuanto  tlempo  trabajtf?  _ dlas,  _ semanas,  _ meses. 


19.  Cuanto  gano  Ud.  en  ese  trabajo? 


por 


/  me  8 

/  dia 


20.  Durante  ese  perlodo  en  ese  lugar,  cuantos  dias  paso  Ud.  sin  trabajo 
cuando  querla  trabajar?  Algunos  dias. 

/hora 


21.  Cuando  fue  la  vez  anterior  que  Ud.  fue  a  ese  trabajo?  Hace 

22.  Cuanto  tlempo  trabajo  esa  vez?  dlas,  semanas, 


dlas. 


aeses. 


B.  DATOS  DE  OTRO  MIEMBRO  DE  LA  FAMILIA: 


(notnbre) . 


Relacloin  al  jefe? _ cfinyuge;  _ htjo(a);  _ otro  pariente; _ sin  rel 

1.  Tiene  esta  persona  algun  trabajo  permanente  fuera  de  esta 

finca?  Si _ .  No _ (Pasa  a  la  pregunta  5). 

2.  Que  clase  de  trabajo  tiene?  /////////////////// 

,  //  /////;  /;/;///;//  / 

Codificacion:  _ Trabajo  agricolo  en  finca  de  otro. 

_ Trabajo  no-agrfcolo. 

3.  Cuanto  tlempo  pasa  normalmente  en  ese  trabajo? 

_ dias  por  mes; 

_ dias  por  semana; 

_ horas  por  dia. 

/mes 

4.  Cuanto  gana  en  ese  trabajo?  Q.  .  por  _ /dia 

/hora 

5.  Ha  trabajado  esta  persona  fuera  de  la  finca 

en  el  ultimo  ano  en  algun  trabajo  por  temporada? 

_ Si.  No. 


6.  Que  clase  de  trabajo  tenia.  //  //  //  //  !  i  //  //  //  //  / 

Q2ZZZZZZZZZZZIZZZ7 

Codificacion:  Trabajo  agrfcolo  en  finca  de  otro. 

Trabajo  no-agrfcolo . 

7.  En  que  lugar:  Municipio _ Depto _ A  que  distancia?  _ km. 

8.  Cuando  fue  la  ultima  vez  que  trabaj6  allf?  Hace _  dias. 

9.  Cuanto  tlempo  trabajd?  dias .  _ senanas,  _ meses. 

/mes 

10.  Cuanto  gan6  en  ese  trabajo?  Q.  .  por  _ /dia 

/hora 

11.  Durante  ese  periodo  en  ese  lugar,  cuantos  dias  past?  sin  trabajo 

cuando  queria  trabajar?  Algunos  _ dias. 

12.  Cuando  fue  la  vez  anterior  que  fue  a  ese  trabajo?  Hace  _  dias. 

13.  Cuanto  tlempo  trabajtf  esa  vez?  _ dias,  _ semanas,  _ meses. 

14.  Ha  trabajado  esta  persona  fuera  de  la  finca 

en  el  ultimo  aflo  en  otro  trabajo  por  temporada? 

Si.  _ No.  (Pasa  a  la  pagina  slguienteX 

15.  Que  clase  de  trabajo  tenia.  till  II  II  //  //  //  //  //  / 

II  II  II  II  II  II  II  II  /  /  / 

Codificaddn:  _ Trabajo  agrfcolo  en  finca  de  otro. 

Trabajo  no-agrfcolo. 

16.  En  que  lugar:  Municipio _ Depto  A  que  distancia?  km. 

17.  Cuando  fue  la  ultima  vez  que  trabajo  alii?  Hace _ dias. 

18.  Cuanto  tlempo  trabajd?  _ dias,  _ semanas,  _ meses. 

/  mes 

19.  Cuanto  gano  en  ese  trabajo?  Q.  ♦  por  _ / dia 

/hora 

20.  Durante  ese  periodo  en  ese  lugar,  cuantos  dias  past?  sin  trabajo 

cuando  queria  trabajar?  Algunos  dias. 

21.  Cuando  fue  la  vez  anterior  que  fue  a  ese  trabajo?  Hace  _____  dias. 

22.  Cuanto  tlempo  trabaj£  esa  vez?  dias,  semanas,  meses. 


C.  DATOS  DE  OTRO  MIEMBRO  DE  LA  FAMILIA 


Annex  3;  Pagina  4 
_ (nombre) . 


Relaci&j  al  jefe? _ conyuge;  _ hijo(a);  _ otro  pariente; _ sin  rel 

1.  Tiene  esta  persona  algun  trabajo  permanente  fuera  de  esta 

flnca?  Si  .  No  (Pasa  a  la  pregunta  5). 

2.  Que  clase  de  trabajo  tiene?  ///////Z/////////// 

,  /////////////////// 

Cod if icacion:  _ Trabajo  agricolo  en  finca  de  otro. 

_ Trabajo  no-agricolo. 

3.  Cuanto  tiempo  pasa  normalmente  en  ese  trabajo? 

_ dias  por  mes; 

_ dias  por  semana; 

_ horas  por  dia. 

/mes 

4.  Cuanto  gana  en  ese  trabajo?  Q.  .  por  _ /dia 

/hora 


5.  Ha  trabajado  esta  persona  fuera  de  la  flnca 

en  el  ultimo  ano  en  algun  trabajo  por  temporada? 

Si.  No.  (Pasa  al  nuaero  9). 

6.  Que  clase  de  trabajo  tenia.  II  III  J  I  III  III  II  11/  / 

II  l  I  II  II  II  II  II  //  II  / 

Codif icacion :  Trabajo  agricolo  en  flnca  de  otro. 

Trabajo  no-agricolo . 

7.  En  que  lugar:  Municlplo _ Depco _ A  que  dlstancia?  _ km. 

8.  Cuando  fue  la  ultima  vez  que  trabajo  alii?  Hace  dias. 

9.  Cuanto  tiempo  trabajo?  dias,  semana s,  meses. 

/mes 

10.  Cuanto-  gano  en  ese  trabajo?  Q.  ♦  por  _ /dia 

/hora 

11.  Durante  ese  perlodo  en  ese  lugar,  cuanto s  dias  paso  sin  trabajo 

cuando  querla  trabajar?  Algunos _ dias. 

12.  Cuando  fue  la  vez  anterior  que  fue  a  ese  trabajo?  Hace  _____  dias. 

13.  Cuanto  tiempo  trabaj£  esa  vez?  dias,  _ semanas,  _ meses. 

14.  Ha  trabajado  esta  persona  fuera  de  la  finca 

en  el  ultimo  ano  en  otro  trabajo  por  temporada? 

Si.  _ No.  (Pasa  a  la  pagina  sigulente. 

15.  Que  clase  de  trabajo  tenia.  //  //  //  /  /  //  //  //  //  //  / 

/////////////////// 

Codif icacion:  _ Trabajo  agricolo  en  finca  de  otro. 

_ Trabajo  no-agrfcolo. 

16.  En  que  lugar:  Municlplo _ Depto  A  que  dlstancia?  km. 

17.  Cuando  fue  la  ultima  vez  que  trabaj6  alii?  Hace  dias. 

18.  Cuanto  tiempo  trabaj£?  dias,  semanas,  meses. 

/mes 

19.  Cuanto  gano  en  ese  trabajo?  Q.  .  por  _ / dia 

/hora 

20.  Durante  ese  perlodo  en  ese  lugar,  cuantos  dias  paso  sin  trabajo 

cuando  querla  trabajar?  Algunos  dias. 

21.  Cuando  fue  la  vez  anterior  que  fue  a  ese  trabajo?  Hace  _____  dias. 

22.  Cuanto  tiempo  trabajo  esa  vez?  dias,  semanas,  ____meses. 
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2.  SUGERENCIAS  PARA  INSTRUMENTOS  SOBRE  EMPLEO/INGRESO  DE  ARTESANIA. 

1.  Trabaja  algun  miembro  de  esta  familia  en  la  produccion  de  artesania? 

_ ?! •  No  (Pasa  a  la  paglna  slguiento) 


2.  Que  clase  de  artesania?  /  /////////////////// 

//////////////////// 


Codif icacion : 


1. 

2." 

3. " 

4. ' 

5. " 

6. ' 


_tejldos  o  costura. 

_productos  de  barro. 
jplntura  6  escultura. 
_productos  de  cuero. 
j>roductos  de  mimbre  o  junco. 
_otros  (Especlf lquen:  _ 


3.  Con  que  frecuencla  venden  Uds.  esos  productos?  Cada 


dlas. 


4.  Cuando  fue  la  ultima  vez  que  vendleron 
productos  de  esa  artesania? 


Hace 


dlas. 


5. 

Cuanto 

ganaron 

de  la  venta  esa  vez? 

q _ 

• 

-6. 

Cuanto 

cree  que 

le 

costaron  los 

aateriales  que 

usaron  en 

i  los  productos 

que  vendleron  ese  dla? 

q__ 

• 

7. 

Cuantos 

dlas  de 

trabajo 

metieron  en 

la  produccion  de  lo 

que 

se  vendlo  ese  dla? 

dlas. 

— 8. 

Qulenes 

trabajaron  i 

en  la  produccion 

de  lo  que  se  vendlo 

ese 

dla? 

Bel. 

Cuantos 

Cuanto 

Vive 

Noabre-  de  la 

al 

dlas 

fue 

en  esta 

persona 

Jefe 

trabajo 

pagado 

casa? 

/ 

/  / 

/ 

/ 

/. 

/  dlas/  Q 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/  / 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/  dlas/  Q 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/  / 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/  dlas/  Q 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/  / 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/  dlas/  Q 

/ 

/ 

8.  Donde  venden  la  mayorla  de  estos  productos? 
aqul  de  la  casa. 

___  en  el  mercado  de  un  pueblo  cercano 

Noabre? 


Distanda 


Cos to  del  vlaje?  Q 


_ .  .  Tiempo? 

_en  el  mercado  de  un  pueblo  lejano: 
Noabre? 


Jan. 

min. 


Costo  del  vlaje?  q__ 


9*  Cuanto  cree  Ud.  que  vale  lo  que  tlenen  de 
artesania  en  la  casa  que  no  se  ha  vendldo? 

10.  Dentro  de  cuantos  dlas  cree  que  vuelven  a 
a  vender  productos  de  ese  tlpo? 


_Distancia_ 
,  Tiempo? 


km. 

min. 


dlas. 
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3.  SUGERENCIAS  PARA  INSTRUMENTS  SOBRE  OTRAS  FUENTES  DE  INGRESO 

[AJL-eacuestador:  Preguntale  al  jefe  de  famllia  sobre  cada  uno  de  las  fuentes 
slgulentes,  notando  si  ha  reclbldo,  hace  cuantos  dias,  cuanto  reclblo,  cuando 
fue  la  vez  anterior,  y  cuando  cree  que  vuelve  a  reclbir  de  esa  fuente.] 

_  Cuantos 

Ha  Hace  dlas  Cuanto  Cuando 

FUENTE :  reclbldo?  cuantos  Cuanto  hacla  reclblo  vueie 

Si  6  no  dlas?  reclblo? antes  entonces  a  rec. 


Arrendamiento 
de  casas 

Arrendamiento 
de  terrenos 

Penslones 

Glros  o  remesas 
de  familiares 

Giros  o  remesas 
de  otros 

Donaciones 

Loterla  o  rlfas 

ANNEX  k 


_____  I _ '  AID:  Proyecto  034 

(GASTOS |  21  de  mayo) 

INSTRUMENTO  PARA1 MED IR  GASTOS  FAMILIARES  DE  PEQUENOS  AGRICULTORES 
Parte  I:  t  Gastos  Frecuentes. 

c^ntotUrfftad°r:_Parf,JCada  enCrada  abaJ°.  preguntele  el  entrevistado  "Hace 
cuantos  dias  compro  Ud . ?  Cuanto  tenia  en  la  casa  de  ...  cuando  fue  a 

vaTduraa!l  Cuanto  le  Costo?'-lf  cuantoa  cree  Ud.  cue  le 

va  a  dura  lo  que  tlene  de  ...  en  este  momento?  *  4 


ALIMENTOS : 


Cuanto 
tenia 
en  casa 
ese  dia? 


CUANTO  COMPRO? 
CUANTO  GASTO? 


Cuantos 
dlas  mas 
le  dura  lo 
lue  tlene? 


Maiz 

J _ dlas 

C: 

UM: 

C:  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dlasl 

Frijoles  _ 

] _ dlas 

C: 

UM: 

T C:  u5l 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dlas 

Arroz _  * 

| _ dlas 

C: 

UM: 

|C:  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dias 

Azucar 

_ dlas 

C: 

UM: 

Tel  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dlas 

Sal  y  condlmentos _ 

| _ dlas 

C: 

UM: 

C;  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dlas 

.  i _  l 

Leche _ 

_ dlas 

C: 

UM: 

fcT  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dias 

Leche  en  polvo _ 

_ dlas 

C: 

UM: 

fcs  umT ' 

C/U:  CT: 

dlas 

Cafe  o  Te _ _ 

_ dlas 

C: 

UM: 

[C:  UM: 

C/U:  CT: 

dlas 

Pan - - 

_ dlas 

C: 

UM: 

C:  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dias 

Fideos _ 

dlas 

C: 

UM: 

"cl  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dlas 

Pastas  allmenticias _ 

dlas 

C: 

UM: 

C:  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dlas 

Crasa  o  Acelte  \  | 

_  dlas 

C: 

UM: 

C:  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dlas 

Platanos  | 

dlas 

C: 

UM: 

C:  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dlas 

Papas 

dlas 

C: 

UM: 

C:  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  .  | 

dias 

Otras  Verduras  frescas 


dlas 


Frutas  frescas 


Confites  o  Dulces 


dlas 


dlas 


dlas 


Carne  de  res 


dlas 
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AID:  Proyecto  034 
(GASTOS,  21  de  mayo) 


Cuantos 
dias  mas 
le  dura  lo 
que  tiene? 


Jabon  para~rorra^ 

Jabon  para  banarse 
Gas,  kero,  o  gasolin* 
Lena  o  ocote 
Candelas 
Loterla 
Pasta  dental 
Cosmetlcos 
Baterlas  de  radio 
Clgarros  o  puros 
Fosforos 

Bebldas  a 1 o ho 1 1 c a s 


1  C:  UM: 

|  C/U:  CT:  . 

(Cs  UM:  r 

C/U:  CT:  . 

Tel  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

fcs  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

] _ dias 

_ dias 

_ dias 

dias 

C:  UM: 

C/U:  CT:  . 

dias 

pci  u*n 

1  C/U:  CT:  . 

dias 
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AID:  Proyecto  034 

_  (GASTOS,  21  de  mayo) 

I 

Parte  II:  Gastos  o  Pagos  Menos  Frecuentes 

(A1  encuestador ^  Para  cada  entrada  abajo,  preguntele  al  entrevistado  sobre 
las  ultimas  dos  compras  o  pagos  de  ese  tlpo,  indicando  en  ambos  casos  el 
numero  dlas  antes  de  esta  fecha  que  han  pasado  desde  aquellos  gastos.) 


GASTOS  MEDICOS 

Hace 

cuantos 

dlas? 

■  Cuanto 
gasto? 

Hace  cuantos 
dlas  la  vez 
anterior? 

• 

Cuanto 

gasto? 

Total 

de 

dlas 

Pagos  a  medicos 

o  enfermeras 

dlas 

Q 

• 

dlas 

Q  . 

Pagos  a  comadronas 

o  curanderas 

dlas 

Q 

• 

dlas 

Q  . 

Pagos  por  puesta 

de  Inyecclones. 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

Pagos  por  recetas 

o  medicinas 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

Pagos  a 

dentlstas 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

PRENDAS,  ROPA,  o  ZAPATOS: 

Ropa  para 

hombres 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

Ropa  para 

mujeres 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

Ropa  para 

nlnos 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

Zapatos  o 
chancletas 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

Materiales 
para  cocer 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

MUEBLES  Y  TRASTES  DE  COCIN 

A 

Trastes  de  coclna 
y  de  comer 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

Camas,  mesas,  o 
sillas 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

Radios  u  otros 

aparatos  electrlcos 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

• 

EDUCACION 


Matrlculas 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  . 

Cuotas  de  ensenanza 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q  - 

Libros  y 

utiles  escolares 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

Q 

• 

Perlodicos  y 
revistas 

dlas 

Q  . 

dlas 

9 

• 
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Annex  5* 


mrrrruTo  is  nutrition  ne  centro  America  y  panama 

(  I  N  C  A  P  > 

CARRETERA  RCXJSEVE1  T  IONA  11 
TE15.  43743*5,  43747 


CRSSO  DR  DIASB03TIC0  ERL  PROGBARA  BUB DIAL  W  ALIPITflB 


0BJET1VO  nCL  CEXSO  Y  CONKlnCNTlAI  II1AO  n£  1  A  INFORMATION 

El  objato  dal  preaent.  canoo  ••  cuoocer  la  prudu.ct6ii  agrftuU  y  pvi-iwriu  da  lt»  ueri,  uilurca  qua  nUo  an  U  Kroon  Tnni.».-ni  d*. 
Norte  ante*  de  qur  •«  into*  «1  programs  m undial  do  alustmoa  para  potior  ooaiuarlo  duranto  y  at  fiaai  dal  aiamo.  I  oa  datoo  qu*  r-Jpor- 
ctono  uenon  cardcter  con/idonctai  y  no  sordn  publicadoa  uidividuaiiucata,  auio  sdlo  agrupadoa  con  loa  da  otroa  agricultorea . 


iA-Dio.  \,^io. 

i  »ii  'i 


I  I  I 


12*14 


No.  do  batata 


No.  da  vtvianda 


14*17 


I'll  I 

14-26 


PURM 


•  me 


(1*3) 


TAKJETA  J*» 

id 


A*  A6BQPRCUAB1A 

SCCCKJN  1.  INFORMATION  GENERAL 


n~ 

cr 

21-.. 

ko 

[  1 

r  i 

25-2: 

r~  i _ j 

ZK i 


SECTION  U.  TENENC1A  IK  TER  RENOS 


— 

EM  PA  DRONA  DOR :  Espliqua  al  Eatravistado  qaa  laa  aicaiootaa  progwoaa  ao  rofioron  a  loa  tarraoaa  qua  poaaa  la  temilia.  tan*.o  or.  satrtej 
ato  familiar  mate,  como  prootatarto,  arrandatario  u  otro.  laeloya  loo  iraaajadaroa,  laa  ttarraa  oa  daacaaao  y  loa  cuittvodos  on  a  caaa. 

1.  Tlaoa  tarranoa  T  1.  SI  /T  2.  No  /T  Paao  a  boleta  B  2.  Cudntoa  tarranaa  Uaoa? 

SocioacanomM, .  3.  coal  ao  al  a  mono  da  la  aoarda*  ..rat  r  Jr  laoo 

Saacldn  1.  “ 

Coiumna 

4  >  £n  don  da  aatd  ubteado  7 

ICudnto  ratda  iu 
tarraoo  7 

Oricina 

4.  En  cuditto  no 

aa  paada  aombraid 

Oricina 

7.  A  q 

uttfn  coniprd  tm  trr»  ..... 

Al.  1NTA  \ 

A  parncu 
lares’" 

A  o;rc*  ' 

cn’iz 

24*35 

1. 

C  U41 

C  UM 

34*42 

~2~ 

C  UM 

C  UM 

43-44 

3. 

c  rv 

C  UM 

• 

50-54 

4. 

C  UM 

C  VM 

OSBYBTi 

£TfWYS. 

WlT'X  III  |  ISTMO  OK  1*1  I  TIViK 
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/- 

KMl'AIMtlNAinsl:  Kxpliqua  al  amravtatado  qua  las  sifuiama*  preeumas  sa  rail araa  a  taaaa  tea  cullleoa  aaaalaa,  aamlparmauamae  y  parmanantaa 
^Ua  el  Jefc  da  lamtlia  dene  an  eus  lerrenea.  lacluya  cuiuvua  diaper  sue  y  compact  ua. 

1.  Tiane  cuiuvua  an  sue  terra nua  ?  I.  St  /*~7  2.  Xo  /  7  pane  a  Seccldn  VII  .  Investario  da  animates 

2.  gue  rulllvoa  ?  (anota  iwmbrss  en  loa  eapactoa  al«uientes) 

• 

— 

« 

* 

, 

I*rJ. 


02 


SECCTO*  IV  CV1  TIVCB  DI5PCHV* 


^5TrA7>!nT\AUO^^Tzpnqu!^^m«v!53oTqurT«^«cuI7mI^^5uniSr»rr*7!5r«?IT7IIS«*Tur,TSoI»^^^I!5I5^iIp«r!S^u<^o!??wrTu»TSr^<:  • 

(ajaapiat  fru  talas.  naranja,  baaaao,  platans,  pttiisstt,  sms m.  csrMnoM,  ate.)  «a  loa  coalaa  Una  praoaeOa,  ya  nan  para  canaamo  familiar  o  para 


1.  Tit 

t.  Qm 

tan  eaiueoa  diapsrsoa  T  l.  Si  t  7  2.  N*  /  7  paaa  a  tsaiMs  V 

Cot  ansae 

Cult  i  vo 

(  Odifo 

Mdmaro 

da 

ptaataa 

CttMu 

coaecM* 

OMl«o 

('sllM 

Cddiao 

Ndmaro 

da 

piamaa 

Cu4mo 

eoeerftd? 

CMI|4 

.18-39 

— 

C 

111 

C 

UM 

30-41 

C 

0M 

C 

UM 

42-93 

C 

UM 

C 

UM 

> 

94-49 

- 

C 

UM 

C 

UM 

*4-77 

C 

CM 

• 

C 

UM 

— 

L _ _ _ _ _ ) 

• 

Wj.  03 

TT 
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CMMMOXAOOit  CxpIlqMli  (I  MrartiuM  qua  laa  iI|«Mm  prafalu  aa  raflaraa  a  taaaa  laa  cdtirea - In  qa*  tk 

trabajadarot .  Wa  tneluya  loa  eultlvoa  dlaparaoa. 


1.  Qaa  aambrd  aata  aaof 


Column* 


10-14 


Cultl** 


Of  ton* 


Cultlaa 


Oficma 


3.  Odata 


aata  atof 


20-22 


UM 


Oil 


i  obdr*  aata  ada? 


23 


«.  Ca 


par*  la  M.  caaaeha  t 


24-2* 


UM 


UM 


3.  C 


aam hr*  para  la  2a.  anarch*  7 


27-23 


UM 


UM 


34-35 


7.2  Codmo  «wa4i*T 


3  *-33 


UM 


UM 


I.  A 


I*  raadld? 


*•  Camlda  j.  ttr*/ — 7 

t.  oro«CA  r~l  • 


1.  Caaida  I.  Otra/  1 

2.  PtaeCA  / — 7 


4.1  Cam  Ida 


42-40 


UM 

UM  Q. 


C  UM 

Prrcta  par  UM  Q. 


S.2  OIOCCA 


43-5* 


C 

Prado  i 


UM 

UM  Q. 


C  UM 

Praeia  par  UM  Q. 


*.2  Otraa 


57-04 


UM 

UM  Q. 


C  UM 

Praalo  par  UM  Q. 


8c  Da  aa 


•5-07 


UM 


UM 


0.1 


•-a  i 


LTrapa 

2.3 


o 
C3  <Q,~ 


O 


r~7  isa*  r~7 

£7  t.Otro  £7 


*.3  Tar*  pdrdtda*  drama  *1  Uaa 
po  qua  lo  gaardd  ? 


2.S*/  7 


2.W*/  7»*aa  a 

10 


U5IO 


2.W*/~~7aaaa  • 

I2. 


0.4  Codlaa  fuaron  laa  causa*  da 
pdrdidaaT  _ 


73 


1  Pitdrld  /  7 «  Kama  /  7 

2 -Pied  /~7S-t»r*a  /  T 

3.Padrt*  y  pled  7 


J.  Pad  rid  O  4.«ataa  /~~7 

2. Pled  /~~ 7  S.Otroa  /~~7 

A  Padrtd  y  pled  r~7  


10. 


i  aa  eaitlvo? 


74 


LM/  7  2.14a/ — Taaaa  a  12 


L.d/  7  2.14a /"Taaaa  a  12 


II.  Cadlaa  faaraa  laa  pro*l«maa  T 


75—76 


12.  Cat*  cal  tiro  la  aaaard  sol  o’ 


L  ■*  i  /  ,»aaa  2.  .to/  Tpa*«  a 
1 U - *J2 — 


USl^^paa*  3. Wo/  /  pae 


-MIA. 


a U 


13.  Cc 


la  aaacid? 


70-73 


Culti*o 

lanoicnumbra  ...  ...u.sm,  c.m«4 


CuUlro 


UOUfiBUU 


Suka-aalda  7.1 


U20  94  0204 


4-3 


0*141**  10-19 


Aettridad 


Column* 


fowl 


Kuit.ilw 

CCS 


lu.mu. 

•lit* 


\.l  10  mu* 


<  udmo- 
l£» 


T«»ul 


Kamilla* 

ra* 


Cudmo* 

dlh* 


No  Itmi- 
Harm 


C Jdnto* 

diha 


14.  Cudatoa  trabajaron  an  *1  cort*  da 

foam  U  *»  - 


20-23 


15 .  Cudatoa  trabajaroa  an  praparaeldn 
daltarranof  


30-33 


14.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  n  la  aiambra' 


40-49 


IT.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  m  abonado  y 
limpia? 


50-53 


It.  Cudatoa  trabajaron  an  conirol  da 

plaqaa  y  •nlarmadadaa'7 


60-44 


10.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  an  eoaach*  y 
aearrao* 


70-73 
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EUPADHONADOR:  Eapiiquele  al  catrevutado  qua  laa  aiquianiaa  prof 
trabajadaroa.  No  incluva  loa  cultirua  diaparaoa. 


aa  roflaran  •  todoa  loa  caltlvoa  aaualna  qua  tteaaa  aaadtradoa  an  aua 


I.  Qua  aambr*  aata  alto? 


1  uiu.uiw 


IS- 19 


Cultivo  • 


Oflcina 


Cultivo 


Oflcina 


2.  Cudoto  aambr*  aaia  ado? 


20-22 


UM 


UM 


a. 


enaarf  a  obdvo  aata  an«T 


23 


4.  Cutato  aamhrt  para  la  la.  coaacfiat 


24-20 


UM 


UM 


S.  Cudmo  i 


r*  para  la  2a.  coaaeha  ? 


27-29 


UM 


UM 


T.l  Cudato  cooaumt*  la  famlUaT 


34-35 


CM 


UM 


7.2  CuSaao  vtadl*? 


30-39 


I'M 


UM 


a.  a 


1.  Cl 

a. 


/  7  3.  Otra/  7 

C7  • 


1.  Caatda  f~~f  3.  Otra/  1 

a.  iNDECA  r~r 


S.lCaaida 


41-40 


C 

P racks  i 


UM 

UM  g. 


C  UM 

P  rue  la  par  UM  Q. 


a.a  DfoacA 


49-50 


C  UM 

Prado  par  UM  Q. 


UM 

UM  Q. 


a.a 


57-0* 


C  UM 

Practa  par  UM  Q. 


C  UM 

Pradapar  UM  Q. 


9.  Da  aa  « 


i  total.  cadnto  guard* ? 


05-47 


l*M 


UM 


a.i< 


71 


t  Tra|a  ISUo  - 

^  O  <-ot~  CD 


1.  Tra|n  tSUo  ~  /  7 

*.  Snea^2^®£2— 


a.a  Tuva  pdrdidaa  duraota  al  tins 
pa  qua  lo  guard*  7 


LSI  CD 


a.Ma/~~?pnaa  i 

10 


m/  7 


2.  No/ - 7pnaa  a 


t. 4  Cudlaa  Saaron  laa  caaaaa  da  i 
pdrdldaa? 


73 


lPodrl*  /  7  4  Raaaa  ; — 7 

2 -Pic*  r~7S.Otroa  /  T 
JLPudrt*  y  pie*  CH 


l.lWi*  ^  I.JUtaa  1  7 

2.  Pic*  6-Otroa  /~~7 

3.  Pudrt*  y  p*e* 


10. 


>  aa  cultivo  T 


7* 


LSW  7  2SW»!  7aaaaa  ia 


LSI/  7  2.  No/ — Taaaaa  12 


1 1 .  Cudlaa  fuaron  laa  prop  lata  aa  ‘ 


75-7* 


12.  Seta  ealiive  lo  aambr*  aolo? 


77 


LSI/  pane  2.No/~7poaa  a 

Ui_ LU 


1.31/  /pane  2. No/  /  paaa 
»  »«  » 


13.  Cs 


lo  aaodOT 


70-73 


Calttvo 


lanuta  n  ombre  cm  >b.ui.nie  canid 


Cumvo 

UOUBO&fiU 


ysufi 


Subo-eelda  T.l 


US0  99  OBI 


Tar  j.  -fit. 
4-5 


Salllf*  10-19 


Aettvidad 

Columna 

Total 

Koil.il  ft** 

nr* 

CUaddUO* 

dUs 

\*j  Mine 

luorvn 

Cuinto* 

lid  4* 

Toul 

KimUu* 

r«» 

Cuiniut 

dftt 

No  faint- 

liaroa 

Cudntoo 

dfba 

14.  Cudntoo  trabajaron  an  al  corta  da 

20-29 

IS.  Cudatoa  trabajaron  an  praparaetdn 
dal  tarraaoT 

30-39 

14.  Cudatoa  trabajaron  an  la  aiembro? 

40-49 

17.  Cudntaa  trabajaron  an  abonado  y 
llaapla  7 

30-59 

IS.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  an  control  do 

placaa  y  anfarmadadaa  7 

60-09 

14.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  an  coaacha  y 
acarrao  * 

70-79 

1  — 

- 

L'TSSal 


M-  0  3 

TT 
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CMPADKOKADOOt  Expliquaia  al  amrartstado  qa*  1m  (IcuiaBtas  p 

t — *-- )--‘-rroa.  Wo  iaduya-loa  cultiroa  diaparaos. 


M  n«tng  a  tadoa  loa  eattln* 


1.  i 


Columns 


10-13 


Culttro 


CuttlM 


2flcln» 


2.  CWlt  i 


I  aata  aflof 


20-22 


CM 


UM 


23 


«. 


para  U  la.  casacba 


24-26 


UM 


UM 


I.  Cudnto 


para  la  3a.  eoaaefia  ? 


27-23 


UM 


eo4ato  i 


30-33 


UM 


UM 


T.  Oa  todaa  aaa  coaarhaa: 


7.1  Cudnta  conn  amid  la  flmillaT 

34-33 

C  UM 

C  UM 

*  7.2  Cudata  -aodld? 

34-33 

C  UM 

C  UM 

1.  A  gataaaa  la  road  id  7 

40 

1.  Camldn  f~~!  3.  0tro/~~7 

..on»CAO  * 

1.  Camldn  /  7  I.  Olra/  7 

2.  UfOCCA 

l.lCaada 

41-10 

C  UM 

Praela  par  UM  9. 

• 

C  UM 

• 

• 

Praela  par  UM  Q. 

• 

1.2  UfOCCA 

43-34 

C  UM 

Prada  par  UM  Q. 

• 

C  UM 

• 

• 

Prado  par  UM  Q. 

• 

1.2  Clraa 

57-44 

C  UM 

Prado  par  UM  Q. 

• 

C  UM 

• 

• 

Praela  par  UM  Q. 

*« 

t.  Oa  aa  eoaaana  total,  cadnto  ftmrdd  7 

49-47 

C  UM 

C  UM 

1.1  Cwtam 

40-70 

44* 

*-4eo 

mM^lapamt 

71 

LTra**  O  4SO*  O 

2.SM.  O  «■«"  O 

1-TraJa  4«0»  /~7 

2.  Saco  /"” 7  4.0M  f~~l 

1.2  Taaa  pda  4  Ida  a  taraaaa  al  tiam- 
po  paa  la  gaardd  7 

72 

1.31/  ?  3. W*/  ?paaa  a 

10 

• 

LSI/  7  2.14a/ - 7paaa  a 

10 

1.4  Cad  la*  tosroa  laa  cauaas  da  1M 
pdrdtdaaT 

73 

1. Pudrld  /  7  IHataa  /  7 

2. P**4  /  7  5-Otraa  /  T 

XPadrtd  y  pled  /  7 

1.  Pud  rid  /  /  4.  Katas  7 

2.  Pled  S.  0u-os 

1  Pud  rid  y  pled  £”7 

10.  Taaa  irdlin  can  am  eaUlaal 

74 

LH/  7  XOa/~*7baaa*  12 

LSI/ — 7  2.14a/  7  mac  a  12 

11.  Cad&M  fuaraa  loa  problamaa  7 

73-71 

• 

12.  Cata  ealtiao  la  aambrd  aoloT 

V 

LSI/  Waa  X14o/*~7paaa  a 
a  14  a  13 

1.S1/  /paaa  I.Na/  /  para 

■  1«  — a L3 - 

IS.  Con  qua  la  aaocid 7 

70-79 

Culttvo  • 

Culttvo 

faba-aalda  T.l  *, 

1*1-  -21- 
■410  03  OMU  '  4*5 

Oaltla*  30-13 

Aetlddad 


Cotamna 


Total 


Kaoulia- 

raa 


CuArnoa 

<xUa 


So  (bmt- 
liuru* 


Cutmot 

dUI 


Total 


PamUia- 

raa 


Cutetaa 

dibs 


No  fami¬ 
liars* 


Cud&toa 


14.  Cudntoa  irabajaron  an  al  eorta  da 
tua  mil ** 


20-23 


15 .  Cudntoa  traaajaroo  an  praparacido 
dal  tarrano? 


30-33 


II.  CadMos  irabajaron  an  la  stambraT 


40-43 


17 .  Cudatoa  tratajaron  an  abooado  y 


90-33 


II.  Cudntoa  irabajaron  an  control  da 
plaqaa  y  aafarmadaaaa  7 


60-43 


II.  Cudntoa  irabajaron  an  coaacna  y 
acarrao ? 


70-73 
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SECCION  VI  CVLTIVOB  PEftMANENTES  Y  SEMIPEKMANCNTE3 


EMPAORONADOA:  CxpliqiMto  al  lOLrtvuada  qua  Up  Iliunai  prafun tap  •«  nflcrti  •  Mta  las  alu««  |M 
itrrtfle*  cm  pul  tr»bi)P«Mrop .  No  mcluya  culUvoa  dlpparpop. 


“=\ 


1.  QuP  cuiUvop  pari 
T 


tira  «n 


Columni 


10-19 


Cult  1*0 


Oflclna 


Corn** 


Otlciaa 


2.  CttAtuo  t nA  NotrMo  «1  alto  pw 
APT 


20-22 


UM 


UM 


S.  QpAc 
prop 


25-25 


UM 


UM 


4 .  Cadato  COPOPhd  al  IM  paaado  T 


24-29 


UM 


UM 


3.  OpIpi 


■1  aPo  paaado: 


mm 


i 


3.1  CRm  caaooaid  la  (Pallia  7 

30-31 

C  UM 

• 

C  UM 

• 

3.2  Codao  «oadi47 

32-35 

C  UM 

• 

C  UM 

• 

3.2  Caaao  la  ruadUIT 

30 

1-  Caron  /— 72.  Oro  /  ] 
2.  farim»top/**~y« .  Otro  /  7 

1.  Coma  Oro 

2.  l»anaiatap/~74 .  otro  /~~7 

1.  A  qalaopa  laa  *ondid  la  eaaacho 

Pal  aPp  paaaPo  T 

3T 

1.  Canute  EJl.  Otro  /  / 

EiPPitfloap 

1.  Ci mite  /  >2.  Otro  /  7 

Etpaciflqn 

*_  1  CinlP - 

30-45 

C  UM 

Proetopar  UM  Q. 

# 

C  UM 

• 

• 

Proda  par  UM  Q. 

• 

•.2  Otro 

•  40-53 

C  UM 

Prado  par  UM  Q. 

• 

C  UM 

# 

« 

Prapto  par  UM  Q. 

• 

7.  Da  to  opppeap  Pal  aPa  paaapp  coda- 
to  fuardPT 

54-54 

C  UM 

C  UM 

7.1  Eapoa  tocpprPPT 

57 

1.  iPPaa  r7  l.Taootoo/*"] 

2.  Cajap  /— 7  «.  Otrop 

1.  9oaoo  /~~7  2.  TowpIpi/  7 

2.  CP|0P  r~T  4.  Otrop  /  7 

7.2  CpP—  ttoapi  Ip  foordPT 

50-55 

• 

pop  Ip  (parPPT 

40  ' 

».*0  •••O**"1 

*  ' 

1.  OTT  t.  mnpmmrnrn  10 

•.  CaPtoa  fpproo  too  pop pop  Pa  top 

_ 

41 

1.  Tniilh  /~72.  Otrop  y~7 
2.0naa  O 

• 

1.  FOtoMIPp  /  7  1.  Otrop  /~~7 

2.0—  O 

10.  To«o  prrpliwiaa  eoo  pa  ealUvo  aa 
lop  uaPaiaParap  7 

42 

1.  Si/"7  2.  Na/  7  PPPP  i  12 

1.  Sl/“*7  2.  Won  pan  a  12 

11.  Qao  Clapp  Po  praPli—i  tsaoT 

43-44 

• 

PPM  calUvoT 

45 

1.  0l/~~7  2.  mr~7—  a  14 

1.  Mi~~7  2.  »p£7  pan  a  14 

12.  CaPotP  atop  Paaoo  oanOror  7 

44-40 

C  UM 

• 

C  UM 

* a 

j 

I\ 


lte  VI.  1 


f - 

Aetlatdad 

Toni 

Fa  mil  la* 

re* 

CuAmoa 

dtoa 

No  tonU- 
liaraa 

CoAmoa 

Atop 

Total 

r»  mil  fe¬ 
re* 

CuAntop 

dtoa 

No  than* 
Itorop 

CuAraoi^ 

dtoa 

14.  CuPotn  traniaroo  aa  ol  corta  Pa 
foamfl  al  aPo  pm— dol 

20-27 

* 

13.  CuAntop  tr*M)artia  «s  «1  pptaqutllP 
Po  p1  alio  paaaPo? 

20-35 

14.  CuPatn  tr»ba)aroa  pa  al  ahoyado 
al  aPo  paaado  * 

34-43 

17.  CaPatn  tratajaroa  an  to  aiombrp 
y  abooo  al  alto  paaado  7 

44-51 

It.  Coin  top  tranjaroa  aa  laa  Ump  laa 
al  alto  paaado  7 

52-59 

19.  CuPatn  trabajaroo  an  control  da 

ptopa*  7  oofprmpdadaa  7 

40-47 

2a  Cudmoa  traOayiron  an  la  coaacha  y 
aearrao? 

48-75 

oanTicionsi 


✓ 
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8CCCKMT  VI  CCITTVOB  PERMAHEMTES  T  SEMtPERMANOfTES 


CMPADRONADOR:  Explipoala  *1  amrartntndo  qua  ltd  1 
tarranoa  0a  tua  trabajadaroa.  No  incluva  cultlvoa  dtaparaoa. 


mm  ralitrtaa  1 


1  loa  caltia 


1.  Qad  oltlcaa  parmmnaatau  tlana  ■ 


Colu 


IS- 19 


Cultlao 


Oflcina 


CalUa* 


<X.y. 


H 


2.  Cadato  taaft 

dor 


aambrado  *1  ano  paaa- 


20-22 


CM 


CM 


I.  Qm4  oaotidad  da  tarrono  tu«e  aa 
im  ai  ado  paaado  T 


25-29 


4.  Ca 


al  1 


24-29 


CM 


CM 


5 .  Da  la  rnaarha  del  aSo  paaadot 


I 


E 


m 


.  1 . 
li;  I 


•  .1  Cadado  naaaiimld  la  (baailiaf 


50-31 


CM 


DM 


1.1  Cudiao  «*odl6f 


32-59 


CM 


CM 


ft.SCaBM  lo  aandldT 


1.  Car* a*  7—72.  Ore 

2.  Pm  rpemlao  r~r* .  CXra  £ 


1.  Caraaa  £Jj.  Oro 

2.  pro 


CD 

O 


(.  A  qaiaoaa  laa  aaodid  la  ei 
dal  ado  paaadot 


37 


1.  C  ami  On  CJ*'  °u"°  /  / 

Caoadflaaa 


1.  Cmaida  /  / 1.  Giro  /  J 
Eaoaclftaua 


4.1  C 


CM 

CM  Q. 


CM 


par  CM  Q. 


1.1  0M 


44-93 


CM 

CM  Q. 


DM 


Pracidpor  CM  Q. 


T.  Da  la  eoaecba  del  ado  paaado  eadn- 
la  guardd? 


94-94 


CM 


DM 


"1 


T.l  Ea  p*a  la  faardd? 


97 


l.Samm  2.T 

2.  Cajaa  /— 7  4.  Or** 


2.  Cataa 


J.  Tonalat  /  7 
4.  OLroa  /~~7 


r.S  Ca 


1  la  gaarddt 


UUm  I..Mdf7—  a 40 


a  10 


t.  Cadlaa 
pdrdMaat 


41 


ri- 


■C7>- 

O 


10.  Tea*  prablamaa  eon  aa  eattlvo  < 
laa  traOajaderoa  t 


1.  SlTT  a.  Wa/~~7  a— a  a  U 


1.  StO  *•  »*0 


a  12 


11.  Qaa  elaa*  da  problemaa  tavot 


43-44 


12.  Daaaa  eat  ad  aa 
t 


tr  cl 


1. 


1. 


2. 


I*  14 


12.  Cadato  1 


aombrar  T 


44-40 


CM 


DM 


VI.  1 


r-  ~  ~ 

Aetirtdad 

Tetnl 

r— 

Cudntoa 

dlkd 

No  Uni. 

llaraa 

Cudntoa 

dtba 

Total 

F»mU  to¬ 
re* 

Cudntoa 

<I4i 

No  tami* 

llaraa 

CudnteD 

dfc« 

14.  Cadat  aa  trabajaron  an  *1  eorta  do 
pamfl  al  ado  paaado? 

20-27 

19.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  on  al  aataquilla 
do  al  ado  paaado  ? 

20-39 

Id.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  an  al  atwyado 
al  ado  paaado  ? 

34-43 

IT.  Cadet oa  trabajaron  an  la  atambra 
j  abooo  al  ado  paaadot 

44-91 

Id.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  an  laa  limpiaa 
al  ado  paaado  t 

92-99 

19.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  an  control  da 
plafaa  jr  anfartnadadaa  ? 

40-47 

20.  Cudntoa  trabajaron  an  la  cooacha  7 
acarrao’ 

60-79 

oionivdcionst 
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-fe- 


10-26 

1.  st  n 

2.  m/ — 7 

paaa  •  • 

- 

LSI  O 

paaa  a  f 

t.  TWm  coaajoa  ? 

27-55 

1.  si  CU 

2.  No/ — 7 

ptn  •  10 

LSI  £3 

i-No/ — : 

paaa  a 1( 

10.  Tima  cabraa  t 

50-44 

li  Si  £3 

2.  No/  7 

paaa  a  11 

LSi  (~~i 

LNo££ 

oaaaa  11 

11.  Tiana  onju  l 

45-55 

1 .  Si 

2.  No/~7 

paaa  a  12 

i-s*  n 

/■No/  7 

paaa  a  12 

IS.  Tiana  aoajaa? 

54-58 

1.  a*  /— 7 

2.  X»/~~7 
po«*  a  *>-. 

VIU 

• 

i 

I 

I 

I 

I..M  O 

.'.No  £7 

o»«e  • 

^ _ _ _ ' 
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5ECCK1N  VID.  AMSTBMCU  TEC  NIC  A  Y  CREDIT]  CIA  AHCSIOA  DURANTE  BS  ARO 
SUBS  EC  CION  vm.l  ASETENCIA  TEC  NR’ A  RETTBtDA  DE  IMCE5A  i  JURA  NT  K  ESTE  A&O 


1.  Rectbid  visitaa  dal  promoter  da  01UESA,  a  at  a  ado? 

iiim 

i.  *«  r~f 

Lrticir.* 

WMfi 

2.  Uudotaa  rialtaa  rtdbM’ 

i»-i» 

*•  AaiaUd  a  rauaiooaa  da  a(ricuitoraa  coo  oi  Promo*  or 

da  DICE?  A  durante  aaia  ado? 

HR 

i-  CJ 

1  •  No  /  /  paaa  a  J 

m 

4.  A  cmdntaa  raanlonea  aeta'td* 

20-41 

# 

*•  SaUclii  alcdn  prdstamo  a  BAADES, A  da  rant*  asta  ado? 

S3 

I.  St  i J  1.  Ha  /~~7aaaa  a  10 

•*  latbil  at  praatamo  ? 

U 

1.  Si  [l  1.  Ha  / - 7  paaa  a  11 

7#  Cuinto  rvclbid  dt  prditamo  7 

24-27 

O. 

«•» 

S0-J1 

iM) 

' 

CU1  TTVO 

GARADO 

>1.  Cacao 

03.  Cartmraotno 

03.  CUrteoa 

10.  Gauinaa 

04.  Hanaao  o  pldtaaa 

11-  Cabraa 

00.  CaM 

IS-  Ova  tat 

00.  Oeaoe  itdatcoa 

IS-  CtbaUOf 

07.  Oroa 

14.  ttroa 

0.  Cad  mo  tUmpo  la  llevd  al  trdmtte  T 

24-13 

UM 

10.  Par  aaa  ao  aoHcitd  al  prdatamof 

_ 

30-17 . 

SUBSECTION  VOl.  3  ASBTENCI*.  TEC  MCA  KECIIUIIA  IK]  I.NAM4I  IJCRAVTE  ESTC  A.tO 


11.  Rdctktd  alaltaa  dal  promoter  da  iHArOR  dat^m  mmm  ^11111111  jljji 

*  O  S.  Mo  O  Raaa  13 

IS.  Cadatas  ataiiaa  ractbtdT 

30-30 

13.  Id  rmOida  drbolee  para  rttaruar  aaa  lorraooa  da- 

40 

1.  Si  /  /  j.  Na  n  Paaa  a  14 

^PTENCIA  TKC.MCA  KKCimuA  IK.  llHljM.it;  durante  esteaAo 


1*.  Qua  daaa  da  uiaAu  7 


M4t 


SB*  It  fMa  dviftmiudo  mis  uuniitt  turttat  ttlt  aiot 


»* 

e 

< 

• 

1 

• 

CD 

4. Cabraa 

/ — 7 

S.  Caabas 

/  7 

3  *  Ovajaa 

/ — 7 

_ 

D 

31*  Qua  elm  da  animates  ? 


31-33 


1.  si  C7 

t.  HO  CD 

Paaa  a  23 

1 .  Vacaa 

/ - 7 

4 .  Cabraa 

CJ 

2.  Cocnes 

/  7 

J.  Ovajat 

J - 7 

„  n 

ez 

mu 


SCBSECCjOj^Vin^  5  ASBTEWCIA  TEC  NIC  A  RECIBIIJA  I'*]  INIJf.  A  DURANTE  ESTE  AfiO 


37 

1.  Si  /  /  2.  No  /  >  Paaa  a  Routt  H 

23.  Cudmaa  vtattaa  ractbtd? 

33-30 

OBSERVACIONE? : 


"N 

HI 
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ER  VA  CIONES 
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Tarj.  -1L-  SECCION  n.  MIGRACION 

4*5 


r 

Concepto 

Colum 
na  " 

- \ 

Oficina 

1.  Cuintos  afios  ha  vivido  la  fami- 
lia  en  esta  comunidad  ? 

18-19 

Aflos 

2.  Donde  viv&  antes  de  estar  aqu£? 

20-21 

Comunidad 

Municipio 

Departamento 

Pals 

3.  Durante  este  aflo:  Estuvo 

fuera  de  la  comunidad  el  jefe  de 
la  casa  por  un  mes  o  mis  ? 

22 

1.  SI  /  /  2.  NO  /  /pasea 

Secci3n  III 

4 .  Cuintos  meses  estuvo  fuera  ? 

23-24 

Meses 

5 .  A  donde  fui  ? 

25-26 

Comunidad 

Municipio 

Departamento 

Pa  fa 

6.  Que  fui  a  hacer  ? 

4 

27 

1 .  Trabajo  agrfcola  /  / 

2 .  Otro  trabajo  /  / 

Cual? 

3 .  Enfermedad  /  / 

4.  Paseo  o  visits  familiar/  j 

5 .  Otros  /  / 

(especifique) 

v 


J 


11 

4-5 


SECCION  ill.  VIVIENDA 
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Tarj. 


1*3 


r 

Concept  os 

Colum 

na 

Oficina  I 

1.  Esta  casa  es  propia,  alqui 
lada,  cedida  o  esta  uated 
p os ante ? 

28 

1.  Propia  / — 7  3i  Cedida  o  ] — J 

prestada 

2.  Alquilada  /  /  4.  Posante  /  7 

2.  Cuinto  mide  su  casa? 

29-30 

31-32 

Frente  Brazadas 

1  ado  Brazadas 

3.  Cudntos  cuartos  tiene  su 

casa  ? 

33 

1.  Uno  /~~~7  4.  Cuatro/~~7T .  Siete  f—j 

2.  Dos  n  5.  Cinco  /~~78 .  Ocho  y 

mds  / — 7 

3.  Tres/*~7  6.  Seis  7"~7 

4.  Ddnde  esti  ubicada  la  co- 
cina  ? 

34 

1.  No  hay  cocina  /~~~7  ' 

2.  £n  el  cuarto  donde  duerme  /~~7 

3.  En  lugar  separado  f~~~J 

•  (dentro  o  fuera  de  la  casa) 

5 .  De  dfinde  trae  el  ague  que 
usa  diariamente  ? 

35 

I.  Rfi>  /***7  5 .  Pozo  en  la 

J.  Manamial  o  .  CJ 

nacimiento  C76.  Red  pJbUc, 

3.  Pozo  comunal/  /  en  casa  o 

fuera  [~~~J 

4 .  Pila  pdblica  o 

Uena cdntaro  /~~7  7.  Otro  /~~7 

6.  Que  material  usa  para  co 
cinar? 

38 

1.  Ninguno  /~~7  4.  Gas  natural 

o  kerosina  f~~ ~J 

2.  Lefla  £Z7  5.  Otro 

3.  Carbdn  (especifique) 

7.  Con  que  se  alumbra  por 
las  noches? 

37 

1.  Ocote  /~~7  4.  Ldmpara  de 

„  _  ,  ,  gasolina  /  7 

2.  Candela  o  *— * 

candU  ZZ7  5 .  Otro  n 

3 .  Quinqud  /  / 

ORS  FRVAr  TONES 

V_ 
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Tarj.  ~~  .  ..Continiia  Seccitin  III. 


/ - - - 

Conceptos 

Colum 

• 

Oficina\ 

~ 3 

8.  Como  es  el  desague  de 
la  casa  ? 

38 

1.  FI  or  de  tierra/  74.  Alcantari- 

Uado 

2.  Pozo  ciego  /~~7 

5.  CXro  rj 

3.  Foza  srfptica  f~~~J 

9.  Tiene  servicio  sanitario' 

39 

1.  No  tiene  /~74.  Fosa  stipti- 

2.  Flor  de  tierra/ — 7  C* 

5.  Drenaje  f 

3.  Pozo  ciego  /"~76.  Otro 

10.  Techo  (por  observacitin) 

40 

1.  Paja  omanaco/~"74.  Asbesto 

2.  Teja  /~~7 5 .  Concreto 

3.  Ldmina  /  76.  Otro  f  7 

11.  Piso  (por  observacidn) 

/ 

41 

1.  Tierra  / — 74.  TorU  de 

2.  Madera  [—[  c®m«nto  £jT 

5 .  Ladrillo  de 

3.  Ladrillo  de  cemento  rj 

barro  /~~7 »  ^  VI- 

*  *  6 .  Otro  r  ^ 

12.  Pared  (por  observacitin) 

% 

■*.  *  •  •  •  •  ....  ».  .« 

L 

42 

♦ 

1-  Cafla  oguaru  6.  Adobe  simple  / — 7 

mo  £17 7.  Adobe  repe- 

2.  Troncos,  tron  Uado  y — 7 

cos  rajados  Madera  m. 

3. Bsjareqos-  md.  r-7 

simple  O  9 .  L  adrfilo  0  ^ 

4.  Bajareque  re  block  /— 7 

pellado  *  £7l0.  Otro  r^l 

_ / 

SECCION  IV  AFARATOS  DEL  HOGAR  Y  MEDIQS  DE  TRANSPORTE 


ENT  RE  VISTA  DOR:  Las  siguientes  preguntas  ss  red eren  s  los  spsrmtos  y  medios  de 
trsnsporte  que  sean  de  cuaiquier  miembro  de  la  familia,  que  viva  en  la  miama  casa, 
bajo  la  direccidn  del  jefe  de  familia  y  que  los  misxnos  Amcionen. 


1.  Tiene  la  familia... 

43 

i.  Si  [—[ 

2.  No  l~~~! 

1.  Radio? 

44 

1.  Si  07 

2.  No  f”“7 

2.  Miquina  de  coser  ? 

45 

1.  si  m 

-  2.  No  f"7 

3.  Bicideta  ? 

46 

1.  Si  0 

2.  No  / — 7 

4 .  Moto  ? 

47 

1.  SI  a 

2.  No  no 

5  .  Carro  0  pick-up  ? 

48 

1.  si  no 

2.  No  £17 

6 .  C  a  matin  0  csmioneta  ? 

49 

1.  si  a 

2.  No  y — 7 

7.  Otro 

50 

1.  Si  O 

2.  No  no 

fesDecifiaue> 

OBSERVACIONES 

_ ■■  _ ) 


11 

T»rj.  415- 
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SECCION  V  COBERTURA  DEL  PROGRAMA  M  UNDIAL  DE  ALIMENT  OS 


C  onceptos 


Colum 


Oficina 


1.  Reciben  ustedes  alimentos  de  parte 
del  Programa  Mundial  de  Alimentos  ? 


51 


1.  Si  /  /  2.  No/~7  pase 

a  5 


2 .  Cada  cudntos  dfas  reciben  los  alimen¬ 
tos  ? 


52 


Dihs 


3.  Recibid  alimentos  durante  los  dos 
illtimos  meses  ? 


53 


1«  Si^  ^pase  2.  No/~~7paae 

a  5  l““a  4 


4 .  Si  no  recibid  alimentos  durante  los 
dos  illtimos  meses.  cutfl  fue  la  ra-  * 
zdn? 


54 


55 


1 .  No  vino  alimento  a  la 
comunidad 

2 .  Porque  no  puede  pa* 
gar 


3.  £1  Centro  de  Distri- 

bucidn  esti  muy  lejos  /  /' 


4.  Porque  no  le  gustan 

los  alimentos  f~~J 

5 .  Porque  no  les  ha  dado>r~*7 

6.  Otra 


S.Asiste  a  las  claaes  de  las  Educado- 
ras  del  hogar? 


56-57 


1.  Si  Ol  2.  No  £7 


6.  Durante  este  aflo.  Cuintas  veces  ha 
asistido  a  las  clases  de  las  Educa- 
doras  del  hogar  ? 


58 


veces 


DESPIDASE 


OBSER  VAC  I  ONES : 


CRITIC  O 


GRABADOR 


CODIFICADOR 


VER1FICADOR 
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ANNEX  6 


GCDIEPv.no  DE  GUATEMALA 
I'KISTERIO  DE  AGRICULTURA 
SECTOR  PUBLICO  AGRICOLA 

%  Awcinni?  AECT0RIAL  DE  PLANIFICACION  agricola 
3a.  AVENIDA  1M9  ZONA  1  -  TELS.  83807,  83303,  84981  20954 

CIUDAD  DE  GUATEMALA 


Los* da*to j  qV** ^opo«?one  ^ianeri*  ^artctir^ca'f'ri tUr8  fmp,,an  *“*  pro3rama*  da  servicio  a  favor  da  los  agricultoras. 
con  los  da  otroj  aoricuitn«»«  carictar  confidancial  y  no  serin  publicados  mdividualmente.  sino  solo  agrupados 


DE  ^  ENCUESTA  Y  CONFIDENCIALIDAD  DE  LA  INFORMACION  Esta 
pa^a^qutf|as  ^"nrtJtucionerdel3 a?tlv'dades  agrfcolas  y  pecuarias  que  se  realize,,  an  est, 
Los  datos  qua  proporciona  t 
con  los  da  otros  agricultoras. 

r 


ancuerta  tiana  por  objato 
esta  departamento  y  sarvir 4 


CODIGO  DEL  SEGMENTO 


USODE  OFICINA 


998 


SECCION  I.  INFORMACION  GENERAL 


NOMBRE  DEL  PRODUCTOR 


Primer  Apellido 

Segundo  Apellido 

Nombre 

DIRECCION  DEL  PRODUCTOR 

Departamento 

Municipio 

Aldea 

Caserfo 

Canton 

1  Direccion 

Telefono 

NOMBRE  DEL  INFORMANTE 

Primer  Apellido 

Segundo  Apellido 

Nombre 

1  Relacion  del  Informante  con  ei  Productor 

1.  <Cuil  es  ei  tamano  del  terrano  dentro  del  Sagmento  a  cargo  del  Productor? 


Manzanas 


Cuardas 


Varas  por  lado 
da  las  cuerdas 


Hectireas 


Uso  da  Oficina 


996 
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SECCION  II.  DESTINO  O  USO  DEL  CAMPO  DENTRO  DEL  SEGMENTO 


ENTR  EVISTADOR:  Us  preguntes  siguientes  dab*  raferirlas  al  campo.  Sa  antianda  por  campo  el  iraa  dantro  dal 
lerreno  diferenciada  por  al  cultivo.  al  u*o,  al  cuitivo  asociado.  la  incllnacion  dal  terreno,  la  adad  da  las  plantas  y  la 

VftflgQjd. 


Dastino  o  uso  dal  campo  dantro  dal  Sagmanto 

1.  Cual  esc!  tuuAo  tout  del  campo?  (cdas/mss.). 

2.  Del  tout  del  cunpo.  In  cnlnto  no  «c  puede  scmbrmr? 
(edas/mz*. 


^  campo.  Que  ticne  cultivado  o  que  uao  k  csta  ■<«-<«  ? 

(Si  titi  desocupado  lea  instruccioncs  aJ 


4.  Cuinto  ticne  tembrado?  (cdu/mu). 

5.  De  que  Variedad? - 


6.  ta  que  met  lembro?  (Solo  para  cultivos  aaualei). 

7.  Ea  que  met  eapera  coaechar  cl  cultivo  principal? 

(mes/aAo) _ 


*•  Cuanto  tpen  coacchardcl  cultivo  priacipai?  (Cantidad  < 
quintiles  de  grano  ca  nml 


.9.  Eaiitc  ouo  cultivo  ea  cate  Campo? . 

1 10.  Con  cual  cultivo  lo  iaicrcaia?  . 


1 1 1.  De  cate  interfile  do.  Cuanto  c^era  coiecltar?  (Cant,  at 
quin  tales  de  grano  cn  o*n>— . 


1 12.  Con  cual  otro  cultivo  lo  iatcrcala?. 


1 11*  ***•  otxo  cultivo.  Cuanto  erpaa  coaechar?  (Cant 
quin  tales  de  grano  cn  am|. — . 


I  H-  Con  cual  otro  cultivo  lo  in  t  ere  ala? . 


1 1  *'**  otro.  Cuanto  etpera  cose  char  ?  (Cantidad 

tales  de  grano  en  oral _ 


quin* 


Campo  No.1 

Campo  No. 2 

Campo  No.3 

Campo  No.4 

c 

m 

C 

m 

C 

ro 

c 

m 

c 

m 

c 

■ 

c 

m 

c 

re 

c 

m 

c 

m 

c 

m 

c 

a 

* 

[INSTRUCCIONES  SOBRE  CAMPO  DESOCUPADO:  Si  al  momento  de  su  visits  el  campo  no  esta  siendo  utilizado, 
transforme  todas  las  preguntas  al  pasado,  refiriendolas  a  los  DOS  MESES  anteriores.  Ejemplo,  la  pregunta  3,  que  • 
dart'a  asi:  Eri  este  campo.  Que  cultivo  o  que  uso  le  estaba  dando  hace  dos  mesas? 


OBSERVACIONES 
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SECCION  III.  DATOS  Ofc  LA  EXPLOTACION 
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ENTREVISTADOR:  La*  preguntas  siguiantes  sc  refieren  •  la  axplotacion.  Se  entiende  por  axplotacion  a  lot  terra* 
no*  a  cargo  dal  productor  (qua  puada  tar  al  Propiatario,  Adminittrador  o  Arrandatario),  tituadot  dantro  y  fuara  dai 
Sagmanto,  bajo  la  mitma  direccion  o  control. 


1.  {Viva  al  productor  an  asta  tarrano?  (dantro  dal  Sagmanto) 


continue  NoQ  DESPIDASE 

2.  {Continua  asta  tarrano  mis  alia  da...?  (Seflalar  an  la  fotopafia  al  Ifmita  dal  Sagmanto) 
SI  □  noQ 


3.  {Tiana  otros  terrenos 

SI 

NO 

ru  m  propiedad?  . - 

Como  ocupanta? . . . • . — . . 

Qu4  da  an  arrandamiento?  — -  .  . 

4.  {Cuinto  midan  tut  terrenos?  (induya  los  qua  estin  dantro  y  fuara  dai  Sagmanto  y  axduya  lo*  qua  da  an  arrenda.) 


Ca  bailer  ias 

Manzanas 

Cuerdas 

Varas  por  lado 
da  las  cuerdas 

Hectareas 

Uto  da  Oficina 

• 

997 

ENTREVISTADOR:  Informa  al  antravistado  qua  las  praguntas  siguiantes,  sa  rafieren  a  todos  tut  tarranos.  da  acuardo 
a  las  raspuastas  anteriores. 


MANO  DE  OBRA 


{En  al  transcurso  dal  ano - - 

SI 

NO 

{Cuintos? 

5.  Contrato  trabajadores  permanantes  para  qua  reaiizaran  labores  agrfcolat 

102 

6.  Conuaiu  trabajadores  temporales  para  la  siambra? - 

104 

7.  Contrato  trabajadores  temporales  para  mantenimianto? 

8.  Contrato  trabajadores  temporales  para  la  cosecha? . . 

103 

106 

OBSERVACIONES: 
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INVENTARIO  DE  AniMALES  Y  AVES  DE  CORRAL 


-  GANADO  PORCINO 


9;  ITiane  COCHES  bajo  su  cuidado? 


SI  □  Contmua 


NoQ  Pasa  a  20 


GANADO  OVINO 


10.  ICuantos  cochas.  cochas.  cochi  to*  v  cochitu  tiana  an  total? . . . 

11.  ICuantos  cochi  tot  v  cochitas  tiana?  (manors*  da  9  masas) .  . 

111 

12.  ICuantos  cochas  v  cochas  tiana?  (da  9  masai  y  mat) . . . 

13.  Da  astos  cochas  y  cochas  ICuantos  tiana  para  crianza? - - - - - — - . — - 

113 

^Cuintos  tiana  para  engorda?  —  ..  . . 

114 

15.  ICuantas  cochas  pariaron  duranta  asta  ano?  .  _ 

115 

16.  Da  astas  cochas  ICuantos  cochi  to*  y  cochitas  naciaron  vivios?  i-,-,,-,,-- . .  -- 

17.  Da  lot  nacidos  vivos  2Cuahtos  sa  muriarnn  duranta  acta  affn?  . . . . . - . 

117 

18.  Da  los  nacidos  ICuantos  cochitos  y  cochitas  vandiaron  duranta  asta  afio? - - 

118 

119 

20.  i  Tiana  OVEJAS  bajo  su  cuidado?  SI  Q  Continue  NCf~j  Pasa  a  26 

122 

23.  ICuintos  son  machos?  (todas  las  adadac) . . . . T.  - . . . 

"'23 

124 

25.  ICuintas  libras  da  lana  sucia  vandiaron  duranta  asta  ano? . .. . . . . . 

125 

GANADO  CAPRINO 


26.  1  Tiana  CABRAS  bajo  su  cuidado?  SI  fl Continue  NOQ  Pasa  a  30 

j  a 

I  28.  iCuinta*  son  hembras?  (todas  las  adadas) . . . . . . . 

128 

129 

OBSER  VAC!  ONES 


-  155- 


/U4UCJI  u ,  ptige  u 


GANADO  BOVINO 

30.  ^Tiane  ganado  VACUNO  bajo  su  cuidado?  SI  Q  Continue 

31.  iCuintas  ca  bazas  da  ganado  vacuno  tiana  an  total?  ... 

32.  Dal  total  da  ganado  vacuno:  ICuantos  son  da  RAZA? 

33.  Da  istos:  <!Cuintas  son  vacas?  ..(las  qua  ya  parieron) _ 


NO  Q  Rasa  a  53 


133 


ICuintas  son  novillas?  ..(da  1  aho  y  mis  sin  haber  parido). 
ICuintos  son  toros?  .(machos  da  2  ahos  y  mis  da  edad)..„ 


134 


135 


ICuintos  son  toretes?  ..(machos  da  l  a  2  ahos  sin  castrar) 
iCuintos  son  novillos?  ..  (machos  da  1  a  2  ahos  y  castrados) _ 


136 


137 


3S'  ICuintos  son  ternaros  y  tarn  eras? ..  (menores  da  1  ahodeedad). 

39.  Dal  total  dal  ganado  vacuno:  ICuintos  son  CRIOLLOS  Y  DE  CRUCE? _ 

40.  Da  istos:  ICuintas  son  vacas?  ..(las  qua  ya  parieron )„ _ 


138 


141 


i  Cuintas  son  novillas?  (da  1  ano  y  mas  sin  haber  parido). 
ICuintos  son  toros?  (machos  da  2  anos  y  mis  da  edad)_ 


142 


143  . 


ICuintos  son  tor  at  as?  (machos  da  1  a  2  ahos  sin  castrar). 
ICuintos  son  novillos?  (da  1  a  2  ahos  y  castrados) _ 


144 


145 


ICuintos  son  tamaros  y  tameras?  (menores  da  1  aho  da  edad) _ | 

ICuintos  son  bueyes?  (da  2  ahos  v  mis  castrados ) 

1  ■■  -  T  qyjvjaf . . . . . . . . 


1146 


147 


47.  iCuantos  ternaros  y  tern  eras  nacieron  vivos  da  sus  vacas  durante  aste  aho? _ 

48.  iCuantas  vacas  ordenh  la  samana  pasada? .  . . 

49.  cCuantas  bo  tel  las  da  leche  produjaron  sus  vacas  la  samana  pasada?  ,  , 

50.  Deesta  cantidad:  iCuintas  botellas  consumio  la  familia? - 

51.  ^Cuintas  botellas  vendteron?  ... - 

^  rCuintas  botellas  destinaron  para  quesos,  creme,  manteguilla  v  reoueson? 


.  1161 


175 


172 


173 


•MMM4****** 


174 


OBSERVACIONES: 


% 


AVESDE CORRAL 

53.  <Tiene  GALLINAS  bajo  su  cuidado?  SI  Q  Continue  NO  □  Pasea64 

54.  iCuintas  gallinas.  gallos,  polios  (as)  y  poilitos  (as)  tiene  en  total* 

55.  cCuintas  gallinas  tiena?  ... . 

56.  iCuintos  gallos? 

182 

183 

57.  <Cu4ntos  polios  y  pollas?  (da  3  a  manos  da  8  semanas) ... 

184 

58.  <Cuintos  poilitos  y  pollitas?  (del  nacimiento  a  manos  da  3  semanas) 

185 

59.  iCuantas  gallinas  ponedoras  tiene?  (Da  las  idui'das  en  las  pregunta  55) 

195 

60.  iCuintos  huevos  pusieron  la  semana  pasada?  . 

61.  ?De  6stos  huevos:  Cuantos  consume  la  familia?  . _ 

192 

Cuintos  fueron  para  la  venta?  . 

193 

A  Los  restantes  a  qua  los  destino?  (esoecifique) 

194 

64.  Itiene  OTR AS  AVES?  SI  □  Continue  NOQfM.67 

65.  ICuintos  son  chompipes  y  chompipas?  .  (todas  las  edades). . 

186 

66.  ICuantos  son  patos  y  patas?  (todas  las  edades) . 

187 

OBSERVACIONES: 
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CONSEJOS  PARA  MEJORAR  SIEMBR AS 

R*cibi6  este  afto  algun  consejo  para  majorar  tut  Siam  brat? 

SI  |  I  Continue  no  I  p«.  .  74 
>8.  IQuitn  la  aconsejb?  (marqua  una  tola  aitamativa) 

Persona  individual  .. _  r— — 1 

,  . . . . .  L  I 

cooperative  . . .. . . .  T~  1 

Minirterio  da  Agricultura _  _  p  | 


( Etpecifiqua) 


USO  DE 
0F1C1NA 


Otrot: 


(Especifique) 

>9.  ICuintas  visitas  recibib  esta  ano? 

^0.  ICuilas  fueron  lot  consejot  recibidos?_ _ 


■a 


71.  iAplicb  lot  consejos  recibidos?  I — I 

SI  |  I  Continue 

I7Z  IQui  resultadot  obtuvo? 

1 73.  IPor  qu4  no  aplied  lot  consejot? _ 


NO 


Pate  a  73 


Muy  bueno  CD  Bueno  Q]  Regular  l"*"! 

^•1°  1_J  Sin  opinion  I  1 


CONSEJOS  PARA  MEJORAR.  LA  CRIANZA  DE  GANADO  Y  AVES 

74.  iRecibio  este  ano  algun  consejo  para  mejorar  su  ganado  y  aves 

51  □  Continue  NO  □  Pate  a  81 

1 75.  cQuien  le  aconsejo?  (marque  una  sola  alternativa) 

Persona  individual -  (— | 

Cooper ativ.  - . . . . . . . . |  |  | 

Ministerio  de  Agricultura  - _  l~l 


(Especifique) 


Otra 


(Etpecifiqua) 

1 76.  rCuantas  visitas  recibio  este  ano 

77.  iCuiles  fueron  lot  consejos  recibidos? _ 


■O. 


78.  rAplico  los  consejos  recibidos?  SI  □continue  NO  □  Pase  a  80 

79.  <Ou*  resultados  obtuvo?  Muy  bueno  Q  Bueno  Q  Regular  □ 

|80.  rPo,ouano.p|iCo|osCon,.,o,?  M‘'°  1=1  Sin  opin.on  □ _ 

OBSERVACIONES: 


TUT 


Annex  t> : 


2S& 


erf*  g 


CONSEJOS  PARA  PROTEGER  EL  BOSQUE 


81.  IRecibio  este  ano  aigun  cosejo  para  proteger  y  ampliar  al  bosque? 

SI  □  Continue  NO  |  1  Pasa  a 

82.  IQuitn  le  aconsejo?  (marque  una  tola  alternativa) 


88 


Penona  individual 

Cooper  at  iva 
Ministerio  de  Agriculture 


•  •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••  ••Tiiiiimiriiiuiiini 


□ 

-O 


(especifique) 


Otro 


(especifique) 


□ 


83.  ICuintas  viiitat  recibib  este  afio? 


84.  ICuales  fueron  lot  consejos  recibidos?. 


85.  lAplicb  lot  consejos  recibidos? 

SI  I  1  Continue  NO  I  I  Pase  a  87 

86.  tQui  resultados  obtuvo?  L““J  1  1 

Muybueno  1  1  BuenoC]  Regular  1  I 

Malo  1  I  Sin  opinibn  □ 

87.  iPor  qut  no  aplicb  los  consejos  recibidos? _ 


USO  OE 
OFICINA 


DEMOSTRACION  DE  TECNOLOGIA 


88.  IRecibio  este  ano  alguna  invitacion  para  visitar  los  cantros  de  demostracion  del  ICTA  (Institu¬ 
te  de  Ciencia  y  Tecnologia  Agricola)? 


SI  □  Continue 


NO 


I  1  Pase  a  94 


89.  ICuintas  veces  asistib? 


90.  IA  que  clases  de  demostracion  asistio?. 


91.  {Aplicb  lo  que  le  ensenaron  en  la  demostracion? 

SI  □  Continue  NO  LJ  Pase  a  93 

Muy  bueno  □  Bueno  □  Regular  □ 
Malo  I  I 

93.  iPor  qub  no  aplico  las  ensenamas? 


92.  {Que  resultados  obtuvo? 


□ 
ueno  I 
Sin  opinion  □ 


OBSERVACIONES: 
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COMERCIALIZACION 


94.  Da  tu  cosecha  anterior.  IVendio  mats,  frijol  o  maicillo? 

SI  f  1  Continue  Nof”"!  Pasa  a  96 

1 95.  IA  quian  la  vandi6?  (marque  una  tola  alternative) 


Parana  individual  o  marcado  local _ _ _ _ 

^^^P^atlVa  ttHWiM......... . . . T  I  I  I  I 

INDECA.. 

Otro 


□ 


(Especifiqual- 


USOOE 

OFICINA 


CREDITO 


|  96.  IDurante  acta  afio,  solicitb  algun  prtstamo  a  BANOESA? 

SI  CD  Continua  NO  CD  P®*«  ®  100 
1 97.  IRecibib  al  prtstamo  solicitado? 

SI  | _ 1  Continua  NO  I  1  Pasa  a  101 

[  98.  lRecibi6  al  pr6stamo  a  tiampo? 

SI  □  Continua  NO  □  Continue 

CuJtivo  1  1  GanadoCD 

|  1  Otro_ 


99.  IPara  qua  lo  utilizb  7 


Aves 


(Espacifique) 


a 


100.  4Por  qu4  no  ha  solicitado  pristamo  a  BANOESA 


□ 

J 

 J 

1 

l 

. 

! 

-1 

l 

J 

1 

OBSERVACIONES: 


-  1G5  - 
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PROBLEMAS  AGRICOLAS 


101.  ITiene  problemat  con  tut  cultivot? 

SI  Continue  NO  1  |  Pat#  a  103 

102.  IQui  cla t»  tim  prnhlamai  tiana? 


103.  ITiene  problemat  con  tu  ganado  y  avet  da  corral? 

SI  □  Continua  NO  |  )  Pataa105 


1 04.  ^Qui  data  da  problamat  tiana?. 


105.  ITiane  problemat  con  tut  bosquet? 

SI  I  t  Continua  NO  1  1  Pate  a  107 


1 06.  IQui  data  da  problemat  tiene? . 


107.  ITiene  problemat  con  tut  ventas? 

SI  Q  Continua  NO  |  \  Pate  a  109 

108.  IQud  date  da  problemat  tiene? 


109;  iTiene  problemat  de  credito? 

SI  □  Continue 
110.  iQue  clase  de  problemat  tiene?. 


NO  □  DESPIDASE 


GBSERVACIONES: 


999 


Codigo 

Nombre  del  Entrevtsudor 

Codigo 

Nombre  del  Critico- Codificndor 

Fecha  (s)  dc  la  Entrevista 


USO  DE 
OFICINA 


-  1G7  - 
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CODIGO  DEL  PRODUCTOR 


A -01 

K  — 11 

U_-  21 

EE -31 

o 

o 

1 

* 

t— 

B  —  02 

L  -12 

V  —  22 

FF-32 

PP-42 

C  —  03 

M_-  13 

W  —  23 

GG-  33 

QQ-43 

D  —  04 

_N_-  14 

X  -24 

HH-S4 

ETC. 

E  —  05 

0-15 

Y  -25 

11  -35 

F  -06 

P  -  16 

J.  -26 

JJ  “36 

O 

1 

o 

Q.-17 

AA-27 

KK-S7 

00 

o 

1 

a 

R  —18 

BB  -28 

LL-38 

1  -09 

S  -  19 

CC  -  29 

MM-  39 

J  -10 

T  -20 

DD-30 

NN  -  40 

1G9 
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608IERN0  DE  GUATEMALA 
SECTOR  PUBLICO  AGRICOLA 
MINISTERIO  DE  AGRICULTURA 

FAMM -02- CONTROL  DEL  RECORHIDO  DEL  ENTREVISTADOR 
USPA-02-  BOLETA  DE  POBLACION 

C6digo  del  Segmento . . . 

•  • 

Nombre  del  Entrevistador . .  .  ...  . 

Nombre  del  Supervisor  . . . . . „ . 


USO  DC  0F1CINA 

1.  Numero  de  terrenos  agricolas  ................... 

2.  Numero  de  terrenos  no  agricolas . . 

3.  Numero  de  terTenos  en  el  segmento* . . 

4.  Numero  de  boletas  llenadas  ... 

5.  Area  del  Segmento  ...........  ....... 

Cuerdas  Manzanas 


USO  DE  OF1CINA 

6.  Critico—  Codificador  .  . 

Fecha . 

7.  Revisor . 

Fecha 

8.  Grabador . 

Fecha 

9.  Verificador . 

Fecha . 

« 

UNIOAO  SECTORIAL  DE  PLANIFICACION  AGRICOLA 
VIA  2, 4-04  ZONA  4  -  TELS.:  31 45 19  -31 55  95 
CIUDAD  DE  GUATEMALA 
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CONTROL  DELRECORRIOO  DEL  ENTREVISTADOR 
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CONTROL  DELRECORRIDO  DEL  ENTREVISTADOR 
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INSTITUTO  DE  CIENCIA  Y  TECNOLOGIA  AGRICOLAS 
Sector  Publico  Agropecuario  y  de  Alimentacion 

Guatemala,  C.A. 


FOLLETO  TECNICO  21  NOVIEMBRE  1982 


el  sondeo 


una  metodologia  multi  disciplinary  de  caracterizacion 
de  sistemas  de  culdvo  desarrollada  por  el  ICTA 


PETER  E.  HILDEBRAND* 
SERGIO  RUANO** 


Economista  Agricola  de  la  Fundacion  Rockefeller,  asignado 
de  1974  a  1979  como  Coordinador  de  Socioeconomia  Rural 
del  ICTA.  Actualmente  profesor  del  departamento  de  Eco- 
nom  ia  de  Alimentacion  y  Recursos  de  la  universidad  estatal  de 
la  Florida,  U.S.A. 

Investigador  Asociado  I  de  Socioeconomia  Rural  del  ICTA. 
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GERENTE  general 

Carlos E. Prnta }1  V"  /  i  i  -J 

DIRECTOR  TECNICO  ~  -J"'  • 

OriandoArjoruiMvnaz  i  .  T  ' 


:  Is /  ■  vj 


DISCIPLINADE 
SOCIOECONOMIA  RURAL 
SelvtnH.  ArrtagaP. 
Coordinador 
Salvador  Bolanos 
Miguel  Angel  Garcia 
Leonzo  H.  Godinez 
Mamerto  Reyes  H. 
Santas  Garcia 

Perfecto  A.  Gonzalez 
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INTRODUCTION 
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restnccioncs  son  definidas,  para 
quc  las  modifkacioncs  dc  su  temo- 

plagdBaaqUeSeProp0n«an*a"“r^ 

piadas  a  sus  condiciones. 

ftra  comprender  la  metodologa 

«  nec«ano  entender  la  oreaniL 
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cada  nna  mi  C  £n 
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'«progr^a,b0rd'Cadaunod' 

"ados  aJ  Director  Regional  Este 

2uT  U,terdisciP«™rio  .  ^ 
coaldT  COmPu““  por  tecnt 
£*<*■««  di»plinaa:  fto- 

£?"  el  equipo  de  Prueba  de  Tec- 
*™P°.  reapaldado 
^„'“!,Co0rd'nador«  Nacionales, 
«nt°  de  programas  como  de  disci 
£“  de  apoyo.  aon  reap^aabTea 
dc  onentar  y  condudr  la  genera- 

5°"  y  P™moci°"  *  tecnologia  en 

ramiwtf"^aj°  ,nd“ye  litomejo- 

-StT:  iSX* 

S  4rea:  en  I £2, 

que  ,e  validan  aitenuuh^,” 

dad  d^’  CVaiuad<5n  de aceptabili- 
<^d  dc  la  tecnologta  probadTpor 
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los  agricultores  y  registros  de  pro 
duccion  llevados  por  los  agriculto¬ 
res  con  ayuda  de  los  tecnicos. 

< 

A  fin  de  proveer  la  orientacion  ba- 
sica  para  el  equipo  regional,  el  son- 
deo  es  realizado  conjuntamente 
por  miembros  del  Equipo  de  Prue- 
ba  de  Tecnologia  que  van  a  trabajar 
en  el  area.  Cuando  es  necesario  se 
incluye  personal  del  programa 
apropiado  y  forzosamente  por  un 
equipo  de  Socioeconomia  (sociolo- 
gos,  antropologos.  economistas 
^f,calas.y/o  ingenierps  agronq- 
omk).  EJ4apiipoxie  aa|bajo^querea>>  -  - 
liza  el  sondeo,  generalmente  esta 
compuesto  por  cinco  personas  de 
Socioeconomia  y  cinco  de  Prueba 
de  Tecnologia. 

Si  el  1CTA  va  a  trabajar  en  un  area 
que  no  ha  sido  previamente  defini- 
da,  uno  de  los  objetivos  del  sondeo 
es  caracterizar  los  sistemas  de  pro¬ 
duction  y  delimitar  el  area.  Esto  se 
hace  seleccionando  el  o  los  sistemas 
predomin antes  de  produccion,  uti- 
lizados  por  el  agricultor  modal  o  re¬ 
presen  tau  vo  del  area  y  despues  de- 


terminando  el  sistema  mas  impor- 
tante  para  el  agricultor  y  el  area  en 
que  este  sistema  es  importante.  La 
razon  de  usar  como  parametro  el 
sistema  homogeneo^  de  produc¬ 
cion  tradicional  o actual,  es  que  este 
sistema  de  produccion  es  el  que 
ICTA  va  a  tratar  de  modificar  con 
la  nueva  tecnologia  mejorada.  De 
aqu  i  que  al  tener  definido  un  siste¬ 
ma  como  homogeneo,  se  simplifica 
el  procedimiento  de  generar  y  pro- 
mover  tecnologia.  La  premisa  en  la 
cual  se  basa  la  selection  de  un  siste¬ 
ma  de  cultivo  homogeneo  es  que 
Axios losagriaikores  que  lo  practi- 
ci?i  actuaimenteiTian  hecho  ajustes 
similares  a  un  conjunto  de  restric- 
ciones  que  ellos  afrontan,  y  ya  que 
han  hecho  estos  mismos  ajustes,  es 
muy  logico  que  ellos  deben  de 
afrontar  las  mismas  condiciones 
agro-socioeconomicas  y  cultural  es. 

a.  .  if 

El  area  que  abarque  un  sistema  ho¬ 
mogeneo  va  a  depender  de  tres  fac- 
tores  fundamentales:  ecosistema, 
estrato  social  de  agricultores  y  la 
cultura  compartida  por  dicho  es¬ 
trato.  De  esta  manera,  el  area  geo- 
grafica  y  socioeconomica  que  com- 
prenda  el  sistema,  constituira  un 
“area  de  dominio"-  del  sistema.  pa¬ 
ra  fines  de  generation  y  validation 


1  Homogeneo  aqui  debe  de  entenderse  como  sistema  con  caracterisdcas 
similares  y  no  necesariamente  identicas. 

2  “Area  de  dominio”  al  igual  que  “Area  homogenea  ,  son  terminos  esta- 
blecidos  por  Socioeconomia  del  ICTA,  a  traves  de  la  experiencia  y  evo¬ 
lution  de  la  metodologia  de  investigation. 
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de  tecnologia  y  un  “dominio  de  re- 
comendacion"^  para  fines  de  trans- 
ferencia  de  dicha  tecnologia. 

Ademas  de  delimitar  el  area  geo- 
grafica  en  que  el  sistema  es  domi- 
nante,  la  tarea  del  equipo  del  son- 
deo  es  descubrir  que  condiciones 
a gro- socioeconomicas  y  culturales 
tienen  en  comun  tod  os  los  agricul- 
tores  que  practican  este  sistema, 
luego,  determinar  las  que  son  mas 
importantes  para  defmir  el  sistema 
actual  y,  por  lo  tanto,  las  que  seran 
mas  importantes  en  cualquier  mo- 
dificacion  que  ha  de  hacer  el  equi¬ 
po  en  el  futuro.  Con  esto  se  tendra 
delimitada  y  definida  el  area  de  do¬ 
minio.  Por  ultimo,  el  producto  fi¬ 
nal  del  sondeo  es  orientar  el  primer 
ano  de  trabajo  ai  equipo  mukidisci- 
plinario,  en  la  selection  de  materia- 
les,  establecimiento  de  ensayos  de 
finca,  ayudar  a  localizar  futuros  co- 
laboradores  para  los  ensayos  de 
finca  y  parcel  as  de  prueba  y  para  el 
proyecto  de  registros  economicos 
d«  producritto.^pi^p^f*  ^ 
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Como  los  ensayos  de  finca  son  con- 
ducidos  bajo  las  condiciones  del 
area,  el  primer  ano  proveen  un 
proceso  adicional  de  aprendizaje 
de  las  condiciones  que  afectan  a  los 
agricultores  y  son  invaluables  para 
que  los  tecnicos  conozcan  la  reali¬ 
dad  agropecuaria  del  area.  Los  re¬ 
gistros  de  produccion  son  estudios 
de  casos  de  sistemas  de  produccion 
represen tativos  del  area  de  domi¬ 
nio,  y  se  conducen  utilizando  el  me- 
todo  de  la  visita  multiple.  Estos 
tambien  son  iniciados  el  primer 
ano,  proveyendo  los  datos  necesa- 
rios  para  los  analisis  tecnico-cuanti- 
tativos,  verbigracia,  informacion 
de  costos  de  produccion  de  la  tec¬ 
nologia  que  esta  siendo  utilizada 
por  los  agricultores  y  de  su  manejo. 

Al  final  del  primer  abo  de  trabajo, 
los  tecnicos  no  solo  habran  sembra- 
do  bajo  las  mismas  condiciones  de 
los  agricultores  del  area,  si  no  tam¬ 
bien  tendran  la  informacion  del 
proyecto  de  registros  de  produc¬ 
tion.  ..for  esta  razqn,  nq  es  necesa- 
rio  obtener  mayor  informaddn 
cuanotativa  en  el  sondeo.  Ademas, 
el  sondeo  no  se  prachca  con  la  in¬ 
tention  de  obtener  un  compandor 
historico  para  ulteriores  evaluacio- 
nes  de  impacto,  los  datos  que  facili- 
tan  este  ripo  de  evaluaciones  se  ob- 
tienen  con  el  proyecto  de  registros 
de  finca. 


^  “Dominio  de  recomendadon”  es  un  termino  establecido  por  el  progra- 
ma  de  Econom  a  del  CIMMYT  y  es  equivalente  al  de  “  Areade  dominio". 
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ANTECEDENTES 


Generaimentc,  cuando  un  investi- 
gador  necesita  obtener  daios  de 
una  poblacion,  recurre  al  diseno  de 
un  cuestionario  y  luego  se  empa- 
drona  a  miembros  de  la  poblacion, 
ucilizando  una  boleta.  El  metodo 
de  selection  de  los  individuos  pue- 
de  variar  de  acuerdo  con  las  cir- 
cunstandas,  recursos  finanderos  y 
de  tiempo,  recursos  tecnicos  dis- 
ponibles,  cantidad  y  cal  id  ad  de  la 
maritin^ccu  nhrii  idgWentet 

etc 

Metodologicamente,  un  primer  pa- 
so  lo  constituye  una  encuesta  infor¬ 
mal,  para  recolectar  datos  genera¬ 
tes  que  serviran  de  base  para  dise- 
riar  el  cuestionario  y  la  boleta^.  Es- 
ta  encuesta  informal  tambien  pue- 
de  recibir  el  nombre  de  investiga¬ 
tion  preliminar,  investigation  ex- 
ploratoria,  encuesta  exploratoria, 
etc. 


4  ANDREW,  C.  y  Hildebrand,  P. 
1977.  Planificacion  y  Ejecuddn  de  la 
Centroamericana,  Guatemala. 


£n  5us  ini  do s  (1974-1976)  el  gru- 
po  mulddisdplinario  de  Socioeco- 
nomia  del  ICTA,  utilizo  el  metodo 
ortodoxo  o  clasico,  para  diferentes 
estudios  de  diagndsdeo  de  areas. 
La  experiencia  fue  ensenando  va- 
rias  cosas  importantes:  a)  la  infor¬ 
mation  era  recolectada  y  analizada 
por  un  grupo  de  tecnicos  para  la 
utilidad  de  otro  grupo  distinto.  Ca- 
da  grupo  poda  ser  multidistiplina- 
rio,  pero  no  exists  interdisdplina- 
ridad  entre  am  bos  grupos.  La  in- 
formadon  era  para  tecnicos  de  un 
.r^«quipo^e^prwebt  4e  ^ecuologta  y 
de  programas  hadonales,  que  por 
sus  mis  mas  funciones  no  podia  de¬ 
dicar  mucho  tiempo  a  pardcipar  en 
una  encuesta;  por  lo  tan  to  ell  os  es- 
peraban  la  information  que  Socio- 
economta  pudiera  brindaries.  b) 
La  planificacion,  ejecuddn,  analisis 
y  presentation  de  resultados  de 
una  encuesta  de  corte  traditional, 
nunca  se  llevo  men  os  de  un  a  no  de 
trabajo,  para  lo  cual  miembros  de 
un  equipo  de  tecnicos  de  prueba  de 
tecnologia  o  de  un  programa,  ob- 
viamente  no  tenia  el  tiempo  dispo- 
nible  para  partitipar,  ni  tampoco 
para  esp>erar  los  resultados  del  es- 
tudio.  c)  La  conformation  de  un 
equipo  de  tecnicos  para  trabajar  un 
area  nueva,  generalmente  se  ha 
realizado  entre  dos  periodos  de 


Investigation  Apluada.  Serviprensa 
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culrivo  y  ha  sido  en  este  lapso  de 
tiempo,  cuando  ha  sido  necesario 
recabar  la  informadon  basica  que 
sirva  para  planificar  la  investiga- 
don;  una  encuesta  con  boleta  no  sc 
ajustaba  a  estas  restricdones  de 
tiempo.  d)  A1  realizar  la  investiga- 
don  exploratoria  en  forma  multi- 
disdplinaria,  permitta  hacer  un  en- 
foque  sobre  sistemas  de  produc- 
don,  en  lugar  de  cultivos  aislados. 
El  enfoque  sobre  sistemas,  permi- 
rio  descubrir  un  fenomeno,  por  de- 
mas  importante:  en  un  area  ecolo- 
gicamente  similar,  los  agricultores 
de  un  mis  mo  estrato  sodoeconomi- 
co  que  comparten  una  misma  cul- 
tura,  tambien  comparten  sistemas 
de  producddn.  Esto  se  definid  en 
aqu61  entonces  como  dreas  homo- 
geneas  y  hoy  dn  como  areas  de  do- 
minio.  e)  Se  experimento  posiuva- 
mente  que  al  integrar  al  equipo  tec- 
nicos  de  prueba  de  tecnologta  y  de 
los  program  as,  y  realizar  interdisri- 
ptinariamente  y  con  mayor  profurv-. 
aidadf  Ut  <*ncuesta  expfcratoria, ’lie 
lograba  sufidente  information  pa¬ 
ra  planificar  adecuadamente  la  in- 
vestigacidn  en  forma  preliminar.  0 
Tambien  se  descubrio  que  un  enfo¬ 
que  multidisciplinario,  aunado  al 
concepco  de  areas  homog&ieas  o 
areas  de  dominio,  convert  ia  a  la  en¬ 
cuesta  exploratoria  ortodoxa,  en 
un  nuevo  metodo  de  investigadon, 
con  caracteristicas  peculiares  que  lo 
hactan  distinto  a  cualquier  otra  en- 
cuestra  exploratoria.  A  este  nue¬ 
vo  mdtodo  se  le  denomind 
SONDEO.  g)  Se  determino  que 


era  mas  importante  y  mucho  mas 
util  un  sondeo  con  la  partidpadon 
de  tecnicos  de  prueba  de  tecnologta 
y  los  program  as,  que  una  encuesta 
con  boleta  en  donde  solo  el  grupo 
de  sodoeconomta  podia  partidpar. 
La  limitante  mas  grande  era  que  no 
se  tenia  un  res  pa  ldo  estadsdco,  ni 
se  ob  tenia  mucha  informacion 
cuantitativa,  pero  esto  ultimo  se  su- 
peraba  al  realizar,  posteriormente, 
estudios  de  casos  de  unidades  de 
produccion  y  productores  repre- 
sentativos  del  area  de  dominio,  a 
craves  de  un  diagnostico  dinamico 
con  registros  de  produccion.  h)  Es- 
tos  registros  se  iniciaban  conju  n  ta¬ 
me  nte  con  el  ado  agricola  y  con  el 
trabajo  inidal  de  invesdgadon  en 
fincas  de  agricultores,  por  medio 
de  visitas  multiples.  Al  final  del  d- 
ck),  se  podia  contar  con  informa¬ 
don  cuantitativa  a  tin  de  mayor  con- 
fiabilidad  que  la  que  se  podia  obte- 
ner  con  una  encuesta  estadca  o  con 
holctau  i^.Ptiesto  que  previamente 
se  hahii  definido  #;o  las  Areas  de^ 
dominio,  no  se  necesitaba  repre- 
sentadvidad  probabiltsdca  (con  sig- 
niftcancia  estadtstica),  ya  que  los 
facto  res  que  definen  el  uni  verso  o 
pobladon  en  e studio  tienden  a  ser 
homogeneos;  y  j)  Se  aprendio,  que 
a  pesar  de  que  d  metodo  se  de- 
sarrollo  para  fines  de  generadon  y 
valtdadon  de  tecnologia,  sus  con¬ 
cept  os  filosoficos  y  metodologicos, 
pueden  ser  apli cables  a  otras  areas 
de  la  invesdgaddn,  como  Salud  y 
Educadon. 


f. 
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DETERMINANTS  DE  UN  AREA 


DE  DOMINIO 

Los  sistemas  agropecuarios,  pro- 
pios  o  adaptados  a  un  ambiente  es- 
pccifico,  conforman  uno  o  mas 
agrosistemas.  Es  dear  un  agrosis¬ 
tema  es  una  actividad  agropecuaria 
particular  dentro  de  un  ecosistema 

dado.  Faaores  de  orden  ambiental 

como  el  dima  y  el  suelo  son  deter- 
minantes  de  un  ecosistema.  Un 
agrosistema  es  determinado  ade- 
«.«,  por  faaores  de  orden  econd- 
mico,  serial  y  cultural.  Enotras  pa- 
labras,un  agrosistema  es  producto 
de  la  interacridn  de  faaores  de  or¬ 
den  fisico,  socioeconomico  y  cul¬ 
tural. 

Se  ha  comprobado  que  agricultores 
que  viven  y  trabajan  en  condiaones 
sodales  y  economicas  similares,  que 
comparten  una  misma  culture  y 
que  producen  dentro  de  un  mismo 
ecosistema,  tambien  comparten 
agrosistemas.  Por  ejemplo,  en  un 
area  en  el  Oriente  de  Guatemala, 
man,  frijol  arbustivo  y  sorgo,  son 
los  cultivos  mas  importantes  y  estos 
comunmente  se  siembran  en  aso- 
ciacion.  A  primera  vista,  da  la  im- 
presion  que  existen  solamente  dos 
sistemas  de  cultivo  que  induyen 
matt,  frijol  arbustivo  y  sorgo,  uno 


sembrado  en  tierras  plan  as  y  otro 
en  laderas.  Cuando  se  realizo  el  es- 
tudio  sobre  el  sistema  en  laderas,  se 
descubrio  que  habia,  por  lo  menos, 
tres  diferentes  subsistemas  que  in- 
duian  los  mismos  tres  cultivos.  La 
diferencia  de  estos  subsistemas  era 
un  reflejo  de  las  diferencias  entre 
distintos  estratos  social  es  de  agri¬ 
cultores.  Uno  compuesto  por  agri¬ 
cultures  con  alguna  disponibilidad 
de  capital  como  pare  con¬ 

tra  tar  ocasionalmente  mano  de 
obra  pare  la  siembra.  Este  grupo 
sembraba  los  tres  cultivos  simulta- 
neamente  despues  de  que  el  perio- 
do  de  lluvias  se  establecia5. 

El  otro  estrato  estaba  comprendido 
por  agricultores  que  no  ten ian  sufi- 
dente  capital  para  contratar  mano 
de  obra,  pero  tenian  relativa  dispo- 
nibUidad  de  tiena  y  una  cantidad 
sufiriente  de  semilla  de  fnjol,  el 
cual  lo  sembraban  sobre  el  terreno 

seco,  poco  antes  de  que  lloviera.  El 

maiz  y  el  sorgo  eran  sembrados 
despues  de  que  la  Uuvia  se  esta- 
bleca. 


5 


HILDEBRAND,  P.  y  Cardona,  D. 
para  Pequenos  y  Medianos  AgncuUores, 
Guatemala. 


1977.  Sistemas  de  Cultivos  de  Ladera 

La  Barranca,  Jutiapa,  1976.  1CTA, 
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El  tercer  estrato  estaha  compuesto 
por  agricultores  sin  capital  y  con 
minima  disponibilidad  de  tierra. 
Estos  sembraban  un  area  muy  pe- 
queria  solamente  suficiente  para 
subsistir.  Las  semillas  de  los  tres 
cultivos  les  eran  escasas.  A  este 
grupo  le  faltaba  tierra,  capital  y  se- 
milla,  pero  relativamente  tenian 
abundante  disponibilidad  de  mano 
de  obra  familiar,  asi  que  podian 
sembrar  los  tres  culdvos  simulta- 
neamente  despues  de  la  lluvia. 

Por  otro  lado,  tambien  se  descubrio 
agricultores  que,  cuando  sembra- 
ron  en  ladera,  tuvieron  un  sistema 
especifico;  los  mismos  agricultores 
trabajando  en  tierras  p lanas  cam- 
biaban  su  sistema,  dcbido  a  que  las 
condidones  ecoldgicas  tambien 
cambiaban.  Estos  eran  pequenos 
agricultores  comerdales  y  sus  siste- 
mas  de  cultivo  en  ladera  tenian  las 
mismas  caractersticas  que  el  pri¬ 
mer  estrato  dtadq  ayriba;  pero 

ffl  tifra*'  pte- 

nasataban  la  tierra  con  btieyo  trac¬ 
tor,  sembraban  mas  y  sorgo  enaso- 
ciadbn  y  frijol  solo,  empleando  se¬ 
millas  bferidU^  de  man  e  insumos 
quimicos  comp  fiprtilizamr  y  pesd- 
pdas. 

Otro  burn  ejemplo  se  da  en  la  n«s- 
ma  region  oriental  de  Guatemala, 
la  cual  es  fronteriza  con  |a  republi- 
ca  de  El  Salvador.  El  nicho  ecologi- 
co  es  el  mismo  a  am  bos  lados  de  la 
frontera,  sin  embargo,  los  sistemas 


de  production  son  diferentes;  ra- 
zones  prindpalmente  de  orden  po¬ 
litico  y  cultural,  determinan  estas 
diferencias. 

ESTRUCTURA  SOCIAL 
Y  CULTURAL 

La  estructura  social  esta  determi- 
nada  por  la  composition  de  dife¬ 
rentes  dases  y  grupos  social  es  al 
que  pertenecen  los  individuos, 
cada  clase  y  grupo  se  diferencia  por 
la  forma  en  que  ei  hombre  se  vincu¬ 
la  a  los  medios  que  son  necesarios 
para  generar  riqueza,  por  el  papel 
que  desempena  en  la  organization 
y  division  del  trabajo,  y  por  la  parti- 
tipation  que  tiene  en  la  distribu¬ 
tion  de  los  beneficios  generados 
por  la  sociedad. 

Sodoldgicamente  hablando,  la  es- 

vision  que  existe  dentm  de  una  so-, 
ciedad  como  la  nuesira.  enue  los 
diferentes  grupos  sot  Mies  que  con- 
fprman  dicha  sociedad.  Habra  tan- 
tos  estratos  soriales  como  grupos 
can  caracter  Stic  as  ahucs  existan. 
Spn  las  condidones  economicas,  so- 
dales  y  cultu rales  las  que  demarca- 
ran  las  diferencias  entre  grupos  so- 
tiales. 
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Us  condiciones  economicas,  de¬ 
pendent  de  la  disponib.l.dad  de 
recursos  con  que  cuenta  un  md»vi- 
duo  para  producir.  Un  agncultoi 
de  subsistenda  no  posee  uerra  pro- 
pia  o  la  posee  m  condioones  mar* 
ginales  y  con  poca  extension.  Este 
produce  para  sobrevtvtr  y  solo  ven- 
de  parte  de  su  producoon  si  uene 

excedente.  Dada  esta  situacion,  no 

tiene  capacidad  de  acumular  capi¬ 
tal  para  reinvertir  e  incrementar  el 

proceso  producnvo  Si  posee  d.ne- 
n>.  lo  utiliza  para  satisiacer 

pero  sin  podei  amplun  su  .apa-  • 
dad  de  produtcidn.  o  si  In  ham,  es 
de  manera  marginal.  t.l  piwe<" 
productivo  lo  eletliia  hasicanieme 
con  mano  de  obra  la.mha.  y  sus 
productos  son  aliment*  na.aos 
Esta  situacion  condiciona  a  es  e 
productor  y  su  faroilia  a  no  lenei 
acceso  (o  muy  poco)  a  u„a  edu«- 
^  cion  formal.  No  oene  capacidad  de 
poseer  servicios  basic*  de  salud  y 
dT  vivienda,  oomo  agua  potabte. 
drenaje,  energia  electnca,  etc. 
bido  a  la  talta  de  educacion  formal, 
existe  desconodmiento  de  muchos 
-  aspectos  tecnologicos  modernos 
del  proceso  producuvo  y  de  otras 
areas  como  higiene:  hervir  agua, 
usar  letrinas,  etc. 


Us  caracteristicas  descritas  arriba, 
tipitican  un  estrato  social  de  pro- 
ductores  agropecuarios.  Partiendo 
de  la  actividad  etonomica  y  de  la 
disponibilidad  de  ret  ursos.  se  pue- 
den  tipituai  otros  estratos  de  pro- 
dut  tores  agropecuarios  y  de  otros 
grupos  de  la  sociedad. 

U  cultura,  con  relativa  frecuencia, 
tiende  a  confundirse  con  nivel  o 
grado  de  conocimientos.  Sin  em¬ 
bargo-  <:ul»  ura  dcbc  de  entenderse 
cot  no  aquel  at  ei  bo  de  satisiactores 
ere  ados  y'o  descubiertos  Por  el 
ttornl Satisfacef  necesida- 
des,  sean  estas  matenales  o  espin- 
tuales.  Fs  nccesario  aclarar  que  son 
ntx  cfsidade-  de  « lase  y  que  a  conse- 
ruencia  de  elk)  la  cultura  tambien 
es  dasista  Aqut  sc  involucran 
c  ire  no  as,  norma*,  valores,  acutu- 
des  y,  en  general,  formas  de  con¬ 
ducts  La  cultura  no  permite  jui- 
oo«  respeao  a  una  escala.  esta  s.m- 
plemente  es  diferente  entre  giupos 
sociales  diferentes  No  se  puede  ca- 
lificar  a  la  cultura  como  buena  o 
mala,  sino  umcamente  como  distm- 
ta  una  a  otra.  Asimismo.  se  puede 
calificar  a  una  cultura  cotno  mas 
compleja  que  otra.  en  virtud  de  los 
elementos  que  la  componen.  L- 
cultura  de  una  sociedad  nomada 
del  desierto  del  Sahara  es  compuev 
ta  poi  menos  elementos  que  una  de 
una  dudad  europea.  La  cultura 
por  lo  tanto  es  aprendida  por  la  ex- 
periencia  a  traves  de  las  relaciones 
sociales  y  asimismo  es  heredada. 
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La  necesidad  de  comer  no  es  cultu¬ 
re,  pero  la  forma  de  hacerlo  y  los 
alimentos  que  se  ingieren  si  son 
parte  de  la  culture. 


ESTRUCTURA  ECONOMICA  CONDICION  ANTE 


DELACULTURA 


Debido  a  que  en  el  area  rural  las  ac- 
tividades  agropecuarias  estan  tan 
involucradas  en  la  vida  de  los  pro- 
ductores,  la  mayoria  de  sus  activi- 
dades  sociales  y  de  su  culture,  estan 
relacionados  a  esas  actividades 
economicas.  Las  relaciones  inter- 
personales,  sus  creendas,  sus  valo- 
res  y  normas  de  conducta,  se  esla- 
bonan  en  alto  grado  al  quehacer  en 
elcampo.  En  otras  palabras,  el  am* 
biente  social  y  cultural  es  determi- 
nado  por  el  trebajo  a  la  tierra  y  a  la 
producdon  que  se  puede  obtener. 
Las  creendas  religiosas  explican 
much  os  fendmenos  que  la  falta  de 
escolaridad  no  da  oportunidad  de 


George  Collier®,  un  antropologo 
social,  realizo  un  estudio  en  el  alti- 
plano  de  Chiapas,  Mexico.  Corn- 
pro  bo  como  las  circunstandas  eco¬ 
nomicas,  determinaron  diferentes 
patrones  de  organization  familiar  y 
social,  entre  dos  comunidades  ind  t- 
genas  de  un  tronco  de  origen  co- 
mun.  Diferentes  formas  de  apro- 
piation  y  disponibilidad  de  la  derra 
en  cada  comuni  dad,  condujeron  a 
la  utilization  de  diferentes  sistemas 
de  culdvo,  diferentes  reladones  so¬ 
ciales  en  el  proceso  productivo  y 
como  consecuencia,  diferentes  for¬ 
mas  de  parentesco. 


catplkar  y  estas  cxeentias  estin  m- 


mersas  dentro  de  las  tareas  agrope- 
cu arias,  l^as  principales  celebredo- 
nes  sociales  se  relacioiian  con  la 
siembre  y  la  cusecha  y  no  con  fechas 
sigmficadvas  para  la  culture  occi¬ 
dental.  Los  rezos  y  petidones  a 
Dios,  no  son  por  favores  triviales, 
son  para  una  buena  lluvia  y  una 
buena  cosecha. 


6  COLLIER,  GEORGE.  1978.  “The  Determinants  of  Highland  Maya 
Kinship”.  Journal  of  Family  History.  U.S.A. 
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ELSONDEO 


Se  ha  establecido  ya  que  el  sondeo 
es  un  metodo  de  investigation  que 
difiere  de  cualquier  ocra  encuesta 
exploratoria,  y  para  que  llene  lo? 
requisites  como  tal,  debe  al  menos 
cumpiir  con  dos  aspectos  bAsicos: 
1)  Poscer  un  enfoque  interdiscipli¬ 
nary;  y  2)  Utilizar  y  basarse  en  el 
concepto  de  area  homogenea,  area 
de  dominio  o  dominio  de  recomen- 
dadon. 

;V- *  '  ' 

Dentro  del  mdtodb  de  Investiga¬ 
tion  del  1CTA,  el  principal  propd- 
sito  del  sondeo,  es  que  los  t^cnicos 
conozcan  el  area  en  la  cual  van  a 
trabajar.  Ya  que  la  informacion 
cuantitativa  no  es  indispensable  en 
esc  mo  men  to,  puede  ser  conduddo 
rApidamente  y  no  hay  necesidad  de 
analisis  largos  de  la  informaddn 
obtenida  despues  del  sondeo  para 
interpretar  los  hallazgos.  No  se  usa 
n  in  gun  cuesdonario,  asi  que  los 
agri  cult  ores  son  entrevistados  de 
una  manera  informal,  locual  no  los 
inhibe;  estos  son  selecdonados  ca- 
su  isticamcnte,  es  dear  los  que  se 
encuentran  y  deseen  conversar  con 
los  invesdgadores.  Al  mismo  tiem- 
po,  el  uso  de  personal  interdistipli- 
nario  sirve  para  proveer  informa¬ 
ddn  desde  muchos  diferentes  pun- 
tos  de  vista  simultaneamente.  De- 
pendiendo  del  tamano,  compleji- 
dad  y  accesibilidad  del  area,  el  son¬ 
deo  debe  ser  completado  en  el 
transcurso  de  6  a  10  dris,  a  un  costo 


mhimo.  Areas  de  40  a  150  kms^ 
han  sido  estudiadas  en  este  periodo 
de  tiempo. 

Seguidamente  se  da  una  descrip- 
don  de  la  metodologia  para  una 
operadon  de  6  dos,  investigando 
sistemas  de  cukivo  con  proposito 
de  generation  de  tecnologia. 

DIA  1 

El  primer  dries  un  reconodmiento 
general  del  Area  por  todo  el  equipo 
.como  unidad.  El  empleo  de 
%tatiefid  cartogrAfico  es  de  sum 
udlidad.  El  equipo  debe  desde  un 
principio,  tratar  de  determinar  el 
sistema  de  cultivo  mAs  importante 
que  servirA  como  el  sistema  clave,  y 
deben  conocer  en  general  el  Area  y 
empezar  a  bus  car  los  Ionites  geo- 
grAficos  y  sotioecondmicos  dd  sis¬ 
tema  homogeneo,  es  decir,  tratar 
de  delimitar  el  Area  de  dominio.  Es 
recomen dable,  previo  a  inidar  las 
entrevistas  en  el  campo,  contactar  a 
algun  agente  de  alguna  insdtuddn 
de  desarrollo  agricola,  que  tiabaje 
en  la  zona  de  estudio.  Este  podrA 
dar  una  imagen  general  de  la  situa- 
ci6n  y  luego  puede  presentar  el 
equipo  de  investigadores  a  los  agn- 
cu  It  ores  que  servirAn  como  infor- 
mantes  claves  y  que  son  de  suma 
udlidad  para  las  primer  as  entrevis¬ 
tas  con  todo  el  equipo  .  Despues 
de  cada  entrevista  con  un  agricul- 
tor,  el  equipo  se  reune  fuera  de  la 
vista  de  el  para  discurir  la  interpre- 
tacion  de  cada  uno  acerca  de  la  en- 


\ 


\ 
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trevista.  De  esta  forma,  los  miem- 
bros  del  equipo  empiezan  a  cono- 
cer  el  pensamiento  de  cada  uno  de 
ellos.  Entrevisias  con  los  agriculto- 
res  (u  otras  personas  en  el  area)  de- 
ben  de  ser  muy  generales  v  exten- 
sas  porque  el  equipo  esta  exploran- 
do  y  buscando  un  numero  de  ele- 
mentos  desconocidos.  Esto  no 
implica  que  las  entrevistas  no  rie- 
nen  un  objetivo  definido  .  La  con- 
tribucion  o  el  punto  de  vista  de  ca¬ 
da  disciplina  es  sumamente  impor- 
tante  durante  todo  el  sondeo  por¬ 
que  el  equipo  desconoce  previa- 
mente  el  tipo  de  restricciones  que 
se  van  a  encontrar.  Entre  mas  disci- 
plinas  parti ci pen,  se  hace  mas  alta 
la  probabilidad  de  encontrar  f ado¬ 
res  que  son  los  mas  critic  os  para  los 
agricultores  del  area.  Se  ha  esta- 
blecido  que  esta s  restricciones  pue- 
den  ser  agro-climaticas,  economi¬ 
cas  o  socioculturales,  o  sea  que  to- 
das  las  disciplinas  contribuyen  al 
sondeo.  Generalmente,  estas  ear.-, 
trevistas  con  informantes  claves 
son  las  mas  largas,  activas  y  las  mas 
completas,  dada  la  participacion  de 
todo  el  equipo  simultaneamente. 
Es  aqui  en  donde  se  plantean  las 
primeras  hipotesis  derivadas  de  la 
investigadon  directa. 


DIA  2 


Las  entrevistas  y  el  reconocimiento 
general  del  primer  da  sirven  para 
guiar  el  trabajo  del  segundo  da. 
Aqui  yase  puede  tener  una  o  mas 
hipotesis  a  comprobar.  Los  equi- 
pos  estan  formados  en  pares:  un 
agronomo  de  Prueba  de  Tecnolo- 
gia  y  una  persona  de  Socioecono- 
mia  que  trabajan  juntos  en  las  en¬ 
trevistas,  con  ayuda  de  mapas  car- 
tograficos.  Los  dnco  equipos  se 
distribuyen  y  dispersan  por  el  area 
y  se  reunen,  ya  sea  despues  del  pri¬ 
mer  medio  dta  (cuando  son  areas 
pequehas  o  areas  que  cuentan  con 
buenas  carre  teras),  o  al  final  del  d  a 
para  areas  mas  grandes  o  donde  el 
acceso  es  dificil  y  requiere  mas 
dempo  para  ir  de  un  lugar  a  otro. 
Es  recomendable  definir  una  se- 
cuencia  de  movilizadon  en  el  area  y 
distribuir  a  cada  pareja  dentro  de 
un  segmento  de  cbcha  -irea*'  Una 
forma  que  ha  dado  buen  resuhado, 
es  seguir  la  direcdon  de  las  agujas 
del  reloj,  para  que  el  ultimo  dia  de 
estudio  se  regrese  al  punto  de  par- 
dda. 


Cada  miembro  de  cada  pareja  dis¬ 
cute  lo  que  ha  aprendido  durante 
la  entrevista  y  se  forman  nuevas  hi¬ 
potesis  tentativas  para  llegar  a  ex- 
plicar  la  situadon  en  el  area.  Si  hay 
dud  as  acerca  de  los  Ionites  del  area 
tambien  son  discutidas  para  ayuda r 
a  su  delimitadon.  Las  hipotesis 
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tentadvas  o  dudas  que  son  provoca- 
das  se  llevan  a  discusion  y  sirven  co- 
mo  una  guia  para  las  siguientes  sc- 
siones  dc  entrevistas.  Durante  las 
discusiones  del  equipo,  cada  uno 
de  los  miembros  aprende  c6mo  ca¬ 
da  interpretacion  de  los  otros  pun- 
tos  de  vista  puede  ser  importante 
para  entender  los  problemas  de  los 
agricultores  de  la  region. 

Despues  de  la  discusion,  los  pares 
en  el  equipo  se  csunbian  para  maxi- 
piiTar  la  interacddn  interdisdpli- 

tre  vistas  y  hi  ego  regresan  il  campo 
guiados  por  las  discusiones  previas. 
Desde  luego,  despues  del  medio 
da  o  dia  de  entrevistas,  el  grupo  se 
rcune  para  discutir  los  hallazgos. 

La  importanda  de  esas  discusiones 
despues  de  una  serie  de  entrevistas 
no  debe  ser  minimizada.  Pronto  el 
grupo  empieza  a  comprender  las 
reladones  que  se  encuentran  en  la 
region,  delunitan  la  zona  y  empieza 
a  definir  el  tipo  de  investigacion 
que  va  a  ser  necesaria  para  ayudar  a 
mejorar  la  tecnologia  de  los  agricul¬ 
tores.  Otros  problemas,  como  el 
mercado,  tambien  son  discutidos  y 
si  se  requieren  soluciones,  las  enti- 
dades  apropiadas  pueden  ser  noti- 
ficadas. 


Sin  embargo,  es  importante  com¬ 
prender  el  efecto  que  estas  otras  b- 
mitaciones  tend  ran  si  no  son  corre- 
gidas,  en  el  tipo  de  tecnologia  que 
sc  desarrollara,  as  ique  deben  de  to- 


marse  en  cuenta  en  el  proceso  de 
generaddn. 


DIAS 


Este  es  una  repetition  del  dia  2  y 
siempre  induye  un  cambio  en  la 
composition  de  los  equipos  des¬ 
pues  de  cada  discusidn.  Porlome- 
nos  un  minimo  de  4  ados  de  discu- 
sion  y  de  entrevistas  son  necesarios 
para  completar  esta  parte  de  el  son- 
^deo.  Si  d  ireanoci  muy  compleja, 
este  numerd  <le  ados  debe  ser  ade- 
cuado  alasdrcunstandas.  Claro  es¬ 
ta,  si  el  area  es  lo  sufiaentemente 
extensa  que  se  requiere  un  dia  en- 
tero  para  entrevistar  entre  cada  se- 
sion  de  discusion,  y  se  requieren  4 

esta 


das  completes  para  complete 
parte  del  sondeo. 


DIA  4 


•1  cuarto  dia,  antes  de  que  los  equi- 
k*  regresen  al  campo  para  mas  en- 
revistas,  a  cada  miembro  le  es  asig- 
tada  una  pordon  o  secdon  del  in- 
orme  que  va  a  ser  escrito.  Enton- 
js)  sabiendo  por  prim  era  vez  el  te- 
tia  que  cada  uno  tendra  que  escri- 


quinta  combinacion,  regresan 
campo  para  mas  entrevistas.  Para 
areas  mas  pequenas,  esto  se  lleya 
tambien  medio  dia.  El  otro  medio 
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dia,  y  despues  de  otra  sesion  de  dis- 
cusion,  el  grupo  empieza  a  escribir 
el  informe  del  sondeo.  Todos  los 
miembros  deben  de  estar  trabajan- 
do  en  el  mismo  sitio  para  que  pue- 
dan  circular  libremente  y  discutir 
los  diferentes  puntos  de  vista  con 
cada  miembro.  Por  ejemplo,  pue- 
de  que  un  agronomo  asignado  a  la 
seccion  de  tecnologia  de  maiz  dis¬ 
cuta  un  punto  clave  con  un  agricul- 
tor,  acompanado  por  un  antropo- 
logo  y  necesita  refrescar  su  memo- 
ria  sobre  lo  que  el  agricultor  dijo. 
De  esta  manera  la  interaccion  entre 
las  disciplinas  continua. 

DIA  5 


A  medida  que  los  tecnicos  estan  es- 
cribiendo  el  in  forme,  invariable- 
mente,  encuentran  puntos  a  los 
cuales  no  tienen  respuestas  y  el  uni- 
co  remedio  es  regresar  al  campo  en 
la  man  ana  del  quintoda  para  ada- 
can  dud  as  que  se  dejaron  el  dia  an¬ 
terior.  Un  medio  da  poedeserdc* 
dicado  a  esta  actividad  y  al  mismo 
tiempo  se  fmaliza  la  redaction  de  la 
parte  principal  del  reporte. 

En  la  tarde  de  este  da,  cada  miem¬ 
bro  del  equipo  lee  su  informe  escri- 
to  deiante  del  grupo  para  ponerlo  a 
discusion,  revision  y  aprobadon. 
El  reporte  debe  leerse  desde  el 
prindpio,  igual  que  como  va  a  scr 
redactado.  Como  grupo,  el  equipo 
debe  aprobar  y/o  modificar  lo  que 
se  presenta. 


DIA  6 


El  informe  se  lee  una  vez  mas  y  des¬ 
pues  de  discutir  cada  seccion,  las 
conclusiones  se  escriben  y  discuten. 
Cuando  esto  esta  terminado,  las 
conclusiones  se  leen  otra  vez  para 
aprobadon  del  grupo  y  entonces 
las  recomendadones  especificas 
son  escritas  no  solo  para  el  equipo 
del  1CTA  que  estara  trabajando  en 
el  area,  sino  tambien  para  cual- 
quier  otra  agencia  que  estara  invo- 
lucrada  en  el  proceso  del  desarrollo 
general  de  la  zona. 

El  producto  del  sexto  dia  es  un  in¬ 
forme  generado  y  escrito  por  el 
equipo  interdisciplinario  completo 
y  debe  estar  respaldado  por  todos 
sus  miembros.  Ademas,  despues 
de  participar  durante  6  d  tas  con  ca¬ 
da  uno,  cada  miembro  debe  tener 
la  capaddad  de  defender  todos  los 
puntos  de  vista  que  han  sido  discu- 
tidos,  las  conclusiones  y  las  reco- 
*1ffmffar~ *  ■  o/  >Ui'  -h,  'jfi'.-Kfi 

Una  modalidad  que  puede  a  pres  u- 
rar  la  consolidacion  del  informe,  es 
el  uso  de  grabadora.  Luego  de  que 
cada  miembro  ha  escrito  su  parte  y 
esta  ha  sido  discutida  y  aprobada 
por  el  grupo,  se  puede  designar  un 
narrador  para  que  grabc  el  infor¬ 
me  completo. 
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EL  INFORME 


Hasta  cierto  punto,  el  infonne  del 
sondeo  es  de  valor  secundario,  por- 
que  ha  sido  escnto  por  d  mismo 
equipo  que  va  a  trabajar  en  el  area. 
Pero  el  simple  hecho  que  lo  hayan 
escnto,  es  donde  esta  la  mayor  par¬ 
te  del  valor,  ya  que  todoslos  miem- 
bros  del  equipo  fueron  forzados  a 
una  situadon  en  la  cual  muchos  di- 
ferentes  punt  os  de  vista  han  sido 
Wmado*  XQoatdesmaoo  y 
juntados;  de  este  modo,  la  vision  de 
tod  os  ha-  sido  grandemente  am- 
pliada.  Por  otro  lado,  el  informe 
puede  servir  como  una  orientacion 
para  personas  no  participantes,  co¬ 
mo  el  Director  Regional  o  el  Direc¬ 
tor  Tecnico,  para  discutir  los  men- 
tos  o  posibilidades  de  las  recomen- 
daciones.  Sin  embargo,  es  tambien 
obvio  que  el  informe  va  a  parecer 
como  algo  escrito  por  1 0  diferentes 
personas  con  prisa;  que  es  exacta- 
mente  lo  que  es.  No  es  un  estudio 
de  base  con  datos  cu an tifi cables 
que  puede  ser  usado  en  el  futuro 
para  una  evaluacidn  del  proyecto; 
es  un  documento  de  trabajo  para 
orientar  el  programa  de  investiga¬ 
tion  y  que  sirve  para  esos  proposi- 
tos  al  ser  escrito. 

El  formato  exacto  y  contenido  del 
informe  del  sondeo  va  a  variar  de 
acuerdo  al  area  que  se  esta  estu- 
diando  y  a  la  naturaleza  de  tos  siste- 


mas  de  cultivos  o  sistemas  agrope- 
cuarios  que  se  induyen. 

A  continuation  se  da  una  descrip- 
cion  del  bosquejo  de  un  informe  de 
un  area  de  Guatemala,  donde  los 
granos  basicos  y  hortalizas  eran  los 
objetivos  de  interes. 

Proposito.  Describe  la  razon  por  la 
cual  el  sondeo  fue  llevado  a  cabo  y 
las  fee  has. 


Tecnologia  homogenea.  Descri- 


la  tecnologia  de  los  sistemas  de  cul¬ 
tivos  de  interes  ypm  caracteristicas 
homogeneas  que  se  encuentran  en- 
tre  los  1  mites  del  area  de  dominio  y 
las  diferencias  importantes  fuera 
de  esta  area,  y  que  cambian  la  natu¬ 
raleza  del  sistema  de  cultivo  y  por  lo 
tanto  define  los  1  unites  del  area  de 
dominio. 


Descripcion  del  area  de  dominio. 

Lunites  geograficos,  altitud,  sueto  y 
otros  facto  res  importantes,  e  indu- 
ye  un  mapa  con  las  front  eras,  tan 
preciso  como  sea  posible. 

Tierra.  Tenencia  de  la  tierra  y  ta- 
mano  de  las  fincas,  fueron  restric- 
ciones  importantes  en  el  sistema  de 
cultivos  y  fueron  descritos. 

Mano  de  Obra.  La  mano  de  obra 
en  general,  su  disponibilidad  y  pe- 
riodo  de  escasez  y  tos  trabajos  espe- 
ciales  que  hacen  las  mujeres  en  el 
sistema  homogeneoestan  descritos. 
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Capital.  Se  describe  el  flujo  del  ca¬ 
pital  en  el  sistema  tradicional,  que 
provee  el  dinero  para  invertir  no 
solo  en  granos  basicos,  sino  que 
tambien  en  las  hortalizas.  Se  hate 
notar  !a  poca  operatividad  de  los 
sistemas  de  credito  para  pequehos 
agricultores. 

Maiz.  El  cultivo  del  maizes  el  culti- 
.vo  principal  del  area  y  fue  descrito. 

Frijol.  Se  describe  el  papel  que  el 
frijol  tiene  en  el  sistema  y  la  escasa 
importancia  que  se  le  da,  en  gene¬ 
ral. 

Hortalizas.  Se  describio  el  sistema 
de  produccion  y  comercializacion 
de  hortalizas. 

Actividad  ganadera.  La  importan¬ 
cia  especial  del  ganado  y  la  interac- 
cion  con  los  sistemas  de  cultivo  tam¬ 
bien  fue  discutida. 

Conclusiones.  Las  conclusiones 
para  cada  una  de  las  secciones  des- 
critas  fueron  hcchas  con  6nfasis  es¬ 
pecial  en  el  significado  para  el  futu- 
ro  trabajo  del  ICTA. 

Recomendaciones.  Aquellas  rele- 
vantes  para  planificar  la  investiga¬ 
tion  del  ICTA  y  de  otras  de  impor¬ 
tancia  para  entidades  del  Sector 
Publico  Agropecuario  y  de  Alimen¬ 
tation,  ast  como  el  sector  privado. 
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COORDINANDO  EL  SONDEO 


La  especialidad  disciplinaria  de  ca¬ 
da  miembro  del  equipo  del  Sondeo 
no  es  critica  mientras  que  hava  bas- 
tantes  disciplinas  representadas,  y 
si  es  un  sondeo  en  agricultura,  un 
numero  significante  de  ellos  sea 
agronomos  y  por  lo  menos,  algunos 
de  estos  deben  ser  los  que  van  a  tra- 
bajar  en  el  area  en  el  futuro.  Iadis- 
ciplina  del  Coordinador  del  Son- 
deo,  probablemente,  no  es  critica 
tampoco,  si  el  es  una  persona  con 
una  amplia  capacidad  para  com- 
prender  la  agricultura  (si  es  un  son¬ 
deo  sobre  agricultura),  y  experien- 
cia  en  encuestas  y  tecnicas  de  en- 
cuestar.  Sin  embargo,  el  coordina¬ 
dor  debe  tener  un  alto  grado  de  to- 
lerancia  mterdisciplinaria  y  debe 
poder  relacionarse  con  otras  disci¬ 
plinas  representadas  en  el  equipo. 

El  coordinador,  en  este  sentido,  es 
un  director  de  orquesta  que  debe 
asegurar  que  todos  contribuyen  a 
la  melodta,  pert)  que  en  el  prcducto 
final,  todos  estin  en  armonta.  El 
debe  controlar  y  guiar  el  grupo  y 
mantener  la  discipiina.  El  distribu- 
ye  el  trabajo,  arbitra  diferencias, 
crea  entusiasmo,  elabora  hipotesis, 
extrae  pensamientos  de  cada  parti- 
cipante  y,  en  ultimo  termino,  sera 
el  que  ponga  el  producto  en  su  for¬ 
ma  final.  Probablemente,  no  sera 
indispensable  que  haya  tenido  ex¬ 
perience  previa  en  el  sondeo,  pero 
ciertamente  mejorara  su  eficien*  ia 
si  ya  la  tuviere. 
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AID  Proyecto  034 
27  de  mayo  de  1983 


OBJETIVOS  Y  L IMITAC TONES  DEL  DIAGNOSTICS  Y  DE  LAS  ENCUESTAS  DE  EVALUACION 


El  documento  basico  del  convenio,  Slstemas  de  Diversification  para  el 

Pequeno  Agricultor  del  Altiplano,  especifica  que  el  objetivo  del  proyecto  en 

so  totalidad  es  el  de  estimular  la  dlversif icacion  agropecuaria  hacia  la  pro- 
*  * 

duccion  de  verduras,  frutales  deciduos,  y  sistemas  pecuarios  que  utilizan 
intensivamente  la  mano  de  obra  disponible  en  el  Altiplano  y  que  aumentaran  el 
ingreso  de  las  familias  que  viven  en  pequeffas  fincas  (p.  1-2).  Un  objetivo 

especial  de  todo  el  proyecto  es  una  evaluacion  de  los  efectos  nutricionales  de 
esta  diversif icacion  agricola  (p.  1-13). 

El  proyecto  propone  ayudar  al  Gobierno  de  Guatemala,  por  medio  del  Sector 
Publico  Agricola,  en  el  desarrollo  de  tecnicas  especificas  de  diversif icacion 
agricola  que  pueden  ser  adicionadas  a  los  programas  actualmente  introducidos 
en  el  Altiplano  por  medio  de  los  programas  de  extensio'n  de  DIGESA,  DIGESEPE,  y 
BANDESA.  El  desarrollo  de  esas  tecnicas  especificas  se  basaran  en  un  diagnds- 
tico  agricola  nuevo  que  sera  emprendido  por  medio  de  la  tecnica  de  "sondeo" 
del  ICTA  y  por  medio  de  una  encuesta  aleatoria  organizada  y  administrada  por 
USPADA,  siempre  con  los  consejos  y  la  cooperacidn  del  "grupo  multidiscipli- 
nario"  compuesto  por  representantes  de  las  entidades  del  Sector  Publico  Agri- 
cola  y  de  Alimentacion  que  participan  en  el  proyecto. 

Esa  encuesta  inicial  de  diagndstico  tambien  servira  como  "estudio  de  base” 
para  las  evaluaciones  generales  y  nutricionales  que  se  requiere  como  condicion 
del  prestamo.  No  se  puede  separar  la  encuesta  inicial  del  proceso  de  evalu- 
acidn,  ni  se  debe.  Pero  tampoco  sera  conveniente  llegar  a  confundir  los  pro- 
positos  especlf icos  de  la  encuesta  inicial  ni  del  proceso  completo  de  encues- 
taje.  Llega  a  ser  importante  a  la  vez  reconocer  de  antemano  las  limitaciones 
de  cualquier  proceso  de  levantamiento  de  datos  y  las  limitaciones  especificas 
de  las  encuestas  planeadas  en  este  proyecto. 

Objetivos  especlf icos. 

El  proceso  de  encuesta  inicial  y  de  evaluacion  tendra  las  siguientes  obje 
tivos  especlf icos : 

1.  Contribuir  al  diagnostico  basico  de  los  sistemas  de  produc- 
cion  agropecuaria"  que  existen  en  las  fincas  pequeflas  (menos  de 
7  hectareas)  en  el  Altiplano.  Este  objetivo  consiste  en  agregar 
al  proceso  de  "sondeo"  una  base  estadlstica  que  permits  el 
establecimiento  de  inferencias  sobre  la  presencia  o  la  ausencia 
de  tipos  distintos  de  diversification  de  cultivos  y  practicas 
pecuarias  al  inicio  del  proyecto.  Los  datos  por  recoger  con 
este  objeto  incluiran,  segun  el  documento  basico,  los  siguientes: 

-  Caracterlsticas  naturales  de  las  fincas, 

-  Patrones  tecnologicos  agropecuarios  actuales; 

-  Patrones  estacionales  de  trabajo, 
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-  Un  inventario  de  herramientas  y  equipo, 

-  Patrones  de  mercadeo  de  la  finca, 

-  Fuentes  de  credito  y  montos, 

-  Historia  de  la  asistencia  tecnica  de  cualquier  fuente, 

-  Vfnculos  organizacionales,  y 

-  Problemas  que  confronta  el  pequeno  agricultor. 


2.  Actualizar  los  datos  basicos  agropecuarios  del  area  compren- 
dido  por  los  64  municipios  que  participaran  en  el  proyecto  segun 
la  decision  de  la  Coordinacion  del  proyecto,  complementando  los 
datos  semejantes  que  fueron  recogidos  en  las  encuestas  agrope- 
cuarias  de  1979  y  1980  en  toda  la  Region  I. 


3.  Medir  en  una  forma  cuidadosa  los  niveles  de  ingresos  totales 
de  las  familias  en  fincas  pequenas  en  la  subregion  (64  muni¬ 
cipios),  incluyendo  ingresos  de  actividades  agricolas  en  su 
finca  y  en  otras,  actividades  no-agricolas,  y  el  ingreso  que 
proviene  de  la  produccion  para  auto-consumo. 


4.  Medir  los  patrones  de  gastos  de  las  familias  de  la  subregion, 
especialmente  sus  gastos  para  alimentos,  como  base  para  la  medi- 
cio'n  despues  de  cualquier  cambio  en  esos  patrones  que  sea  produ- 
cido  por  los  efectos  directos  e  indirectos  de  la  diversif icacion 
agropecuaria. 


5.  Evaluar  las  condiciones  nutricionales  de  los  pequenos  agri- 
cultores  de  la  subregio'n,  especialmente  las  condiciones  fisicas 
de  los  niilos,  como  base  para  la  medicion  despues  de /cualquier 
cambio  en  esas  condiciones  que  sea  producido  por  los  efectos 
directos  e  indirectos  de  la  diversif icacion  agropecuaria. 


6.  Evaluar  los  patrones  alimenticios  de  las  familias  por  medio 
de  una  encuesta  sobre  lo  que  comieron  durante  las  24  horas  antes 
de  la  encuesta,  como  base  para  la  evaluacion  despues  de  cual¬ 
quier  cambio  en  esos  patrones  que  sea  producido  por  los  efectos 
directos  e  indirectos  de  la  diversif icacion  agropecuaria,  y 

7.  Acumular  todos  los  mismos  datos  para  aquellas  familias  que 
lleguen  a  "participar  o  a  benef iciarse"  de  los  programas  de 
invest igacion,  de  extension  agropecuaria,  o  de  credito 
desarrollados  bajo  el  proyecto. 
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Lo  Que  NO  Sera  Posible  Como  Objetivo. 

Dado  el  tamano  de  la  subregion  (aproximadamente  8600  km2)  y  el  numero  de 
familias  que  la  habitan  (aprox.  91,000),  no  sera  posible  establecer  datos 
conf iables  ni  inferencias  sstadisticas  confiables  sobre  algunas  caracterls- 
ticas  bastante  detalladas  de  la  subregion  o  de  los  impactos  "puros"  del  pro— 
yecto.  Cabe  destacar  algunos  de  las  dimensiones  que  no  seran  captadas  a  menos 
que  se  incrementara  enormemente  el  tamano  de  las  muestra  y  el  presupuesto 
necesario  para  la  muestra  mas  grande. 

1.  No  sera  posible  derivar  conclusiones  a  nivel  departamental  o 
municipal.  Ni  el  marco  muestral  basico  ni  la  distribucio'n 
eventual  de  los  "participantes"  en  el  proyecto  permitira  la 
derivacion  de  conclusiones  a  esos  niveles. 

2.  No  sera  posible  derivar  conclusiones  sobre  caracterlsticas 
minuciosas  de  las  familias  en  el  estudio  de  base  o  de  las 
familias  "participantes.”  Aunque  aparezcan  muchas  preguntas  en 
las  boletas  sobre  caracteristicas  muy  detalladas  de  cultivos, 
animales,  gastos  por  rubros  minusculos,  etc.,  la  varianza  espe- 
rada  de  estos  datos  sera  alta  y  por  tanto  los  datos  confiables 
se  limitaran  a  los  rubros  generales  como,  por  ejemplo,  "canti- 
dad  de  ganado  vacuno  y  no  la  cantidad  de  ganado  vacuno  de  una 
raza  especifica,  o  cultivo  de  verduras  de  clases  generales  y  no 
el  cultivo  de  alguna  variedad  especffica  de  remolacha. 

3.  No  sera  posible  derivar  ninguna  evaluacion  de  programas 
especlficas  de  intervencidn  ni  de  las  instituciones  especlficas 
de  asistencia  tecnica.  Es  decir,  no  se  va  a  poder  determinar 
si  la  asistencia  tecnica  de  DIGESEPE  en  convencer  a  un  agri- 
cultor  a  vacunar  sus  animales  haya  tenido  mayor  impacto  en  el 
ingreso  de  los  agricultores  en  general  que  la  introduccion  de 
nuevos  animales  o  razas  mejoradas  de  animales.  El  numero  de 
combinaciones  posibles  de  intervenciones  especificas  seri  tan 
grande  que  el  numero  de  casos  que  reflejen  cada  posibilidad 
sera  mlnimo,  quitando  la  posibilidad  de  inferencia  de  esa 
clase.  Si,  sera  posible,  sin  embargo,  evaluar  en  terminos 
generales  los  efectos  de  intervenciones  de  caracteristicas 
distintas  y  frecuencias  distintas  por  tipos  basicos  de  inter- 
vencion. 

4.  No  sera  posible  hacer  comparaciones  estrictas  entre  el  grupo 
de  familias  que  forman  el  estudio  de  base  y  las  familias  que 
"participan"  en  el  estudio.  Dado  el  hecho  que  no  se  puede 
predecir  los  criterios  que  efectivamente  se  utilizaran  para 
escoger  benef iciarios  del  proyecto  y  que,  mucho  menos,  se  puede 
predecir  la  concentracion  geografica  de  los  programas  desa- 
rrollados  bajo  el  proyecto,  el  diseno  del  proceso  muestral 
tiene  que  reconocerse  como  un  "marco  de  cohorte.”  Eso  quiere 
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decir  que  las  evaluaciones  del  impacto  sobre  "participantes"  se 
hara  por  medio  de  comparaciones  de  sus  condiciones  iniciales 
con  sus  condiciones  finales.  La  re-evaluacion  del  grupo  basico 
de  estudio  tambien  se  basara  en  los  cambios  que  han  experimen- 
tado  a  base  de  los  efectos  directos  del  programs  que  hayan 
llegado  a  algunos  y  los  efectos  indirectos  que  pueden  haber 
llegado  a  aquellos  que  no  habran  participado  en  uno  o  mas  de 
los  programas  del  proyecto. 

5.  Tampoco  sera  posible  hacer  una  evaluacion  del  impacto 
directo  del  prestamo  y  de  la  donacio'n  que  proveen  la  base  del 
proyecto.  La  decision  de  extender  el  area  de  influencia  de  la 
propuesta  inicial  de  14  municipios  a  un  total  de  64  municipios 
y  la  decision  de  comprometer  la  participacion  de  todos  los 
extensionistas  en  la  regio'n  hacen  imposible  la  separacio'n  de 
los  efectos  directos  del  financiamiento  especifico  de  AID  de 
los  efectos  de  los  otros  programas,  otros  extensionistas,  y 
otros  recursos  crediticios  que  invertira  el  Gobierno  de  Guate¬ 
mala  en  el  esfuerzo  para  la  diversificacio'n  del  agro  en  el 
Altiplano . 

6.  Finalmente,  aunque  se  aplicaran  instrumentos  sofisticados 
para  captar  los  pat rones  de  empleo,  sabemos  de  antemano  que  la 
complejidad  y  la  variacio'n  de  los  patrones  estacionales  de  los 
pequenos  agricultores  del  Altiplano  es  tanto  que  no  se-pretende 
captar  toda  la  variacion  estacional  en  esos  patrones.  Habran 
datos  confiables  sobre  los  patrones  de  empleo  en  la  epoca  de  la 
cosecha  (y  posiblemente  en  la  e'poca  de  siembra) ,  pero  no  se 
podra  derivar  Inferencias  fuertes  sobre  otros  periodos  distin- 
tos  en  el  afio  tipico. 


Sin  embargo,  el  proceso  de  encuestaje  que  se  va  a  implementar  en  este 
proyecto  se  llevara  a  cabo  en  una  forma  altamente  cientifica.  Ofrece  una 
oportunidad  casi  unica  de  estudiar  las  condiciones  basicas  en  la  region  con 
una  profundidad  talvez  jamas  vista  antes,  de  medir  los  impactos  de  una  vari- 
edad  de  formas  distintas  de  diversif icacion  agropecuaria,  de  trazar  los  impac¬ 
tos  directos  e  indirectos  en  los  niveles  totales  de  ingresos  de  los  pequenos 
agricultores,  y  de  relacionar  esos  impactos  a  sus  consecuencias  para  el  nivel 
nutricional  fundamental  de  la  poblacion.  Esta  oportunidad  tendrA  un  signifi- 
cado  no  solo  nacional,  en  terminos  de  su  contribucion  al  diseno  de  programas 
futuros  de  asistencia  directa  a  los  pequenos  agricultores,  sino  tambien  una 
importancia  tanto  regional  como  internacional. 


Ricardo  Avila  A. 
Jose  Luis  Reyes  D. 
M.E.  Conroy 
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List  of  persons  contacted 


Meetings  were  held  with  the  following  persons,  in  roughly  the  following  order, 
during  the  14  days  in  Guatemala,  from  May  14th  through  May  27th,  in  the  prepa¬ 
ration  of  this  report. 


May  14. 
May  16. 

May  17. 

May  18. 

May  19. 

May  20. 
May  23. 

May  24. 

May  25. 
May  26. 


Gary  Smith,  USDA/OICD. 

Cecil  McFarland,  USAID/G,  ORD 

Elena  Brineman,  ROCAP  Nutrition  Advisor 

Eliseo  Herrarte,  Project  Coordinator  (034) 

Oscar  Gonzalez  H.  ,  Coordinador,  USPADA 

Ricardo  Avila  A.,  Director,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 

Jose  Luis  Reyes  D.,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 

Cecil  McFarland,  USAID/G,  ORD 

Ricardo  Avila  A.,  Director,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Jose  Luis  Reyes  D.,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Marco  Tulio  Guillen,  Director  de  Extension,  DIGESA 

Ricardo  Avila  A.,  Director,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 

Jose  Luis  Reyes  D.,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 

Selvin  H.  Arriaga  P. ,  Coord.  Socioeconomia  Rural,  ICTA 

Cecil  McFarland,  USAID/G,  ORD 

Elena  Brineman,  ROCAP  Nutrition  Advisor 

George  Like,  USAID/G,  ORD 
Gary  Smith,  USDA/OICD 

Harry  Wing,  USAID/G,  Director  of  ORD 
Elena  Brineman,  ROCAP 
Robert  E.  Klein,  INCAP 

Jose  Luis  Reyes  Donis,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Eliseo  Herrarte,  Project  Coordinator,  UCPRODA 

Eliseo  Herrarte,  Project  Coordinator,  UCPRODA 
Gilberto  Santamaria,  USAID/G,  ORD 
Ricardo  Avila  A.,  Director,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Jose  Luis  Reyes  D.,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Marco  Tulio  Guillen,  DIGESA 

Selvin  H.  Arriaga  P. ,  Coord.  Socioeconomia  Rural,  ICTA 
David  Castanon,  DIGESEPE 
Victorino  Lopez,  DIGESEPE 

Ricardo  Avila  A.,  Director,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Jose  Luis  Reyes  D.,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 

Ricardo  Avila  A.,  Director,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Jose  Luis  Reyes  D. ,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Robert  E.  Klein,  INCAP 
Bruce  Newman,  INCAP 
Elena  Brineman,  ROCAP 
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Eliseo  Herrarte,  Project  Coordinator,  UCPRODA 
Gilberto  Santamaria,  USAID/G,  ORD 

Ricardo  Avila  A.,  Director,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Jose  Luis  Reyes  D.,  Marco  Muestral,  USPADA 
Marco  Tulio  Guillen,  DIGESA 

Selvin  H.  Arriaga  P.,  Coord.  Socioeconomia  Rural,  ICTA 

David  Castanon,  DIGESEPE 

Victorino  Lopez,  DIGESEPE 

Harry  Wing,  USAID/G,  RDO 

Cecil  McFarland,  USAID/G,  ORD 

Elena  Brineman,  ROCAP 
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